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V 
E 

 CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

LOS ANGELES REGION 

 
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 

Phone (213) 576 - 6600 � Fax (213) 576 - 6640 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 

 
 

ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 

 
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS 

FOR MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) DISCHARGES WITHIN THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, INCLUDING THE COUNTY OF LOS 

ANGELES, AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES THEREIN, 
 EXCEPT THE CITY OF LONG BEACH 

 
The municipal discharges of storm water and non-storm water by the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 84 incorporated cities within the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District with the exception of the City of Long Beach 
(hereinafter referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the Dischargers) from the 
discharge points identified below are subject to waste discharge requirements as set forth 
in this Order. 

I. FACILITY INFORMATION 

Table 1. Discharger Information 

 
Table 2.  Facility Information 
 

Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Agoura Hills 
(4B190147001) 

Mailing Address 30001 Ladyface Court 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

Dischargers 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 
84 incorporated cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District with 
the exception of the City of Long Beach (See Table 4) 

Name of Facility 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 84 incorporated 
cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District with the exception of 
the City of Long Beach 

Facility Address 
Various (see Table 2) 

Various (see Table 2) 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Water Board) have classified the Greater Los Angeles County MS4 
as a large municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.26(b)(4) and a 
major facility pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.2. 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Ken Berkman, City Engineer 
kberkman@agoura-hills.ca.us 

Alhambra 
(4B190148001) 

Mailing Address 111 South First Street 
Alhambra, CA 91801-3796 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

David Dolphin 
ddolphin@cityofalhambra.org 

Arcadia 
(4B190149001) 
 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 60021 
Arcadia, CA 91066-6021 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Susannah Turney, Environmental Services Officer 
vhevener@ci.arcadia.ca.us 

Artesia 
(4B190150001) 

Mailing Address 18747 Clarkdale Avenue 
Artesia, CA 90701-5899 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Maria Dadian, Director of Public Works 
mdadian@cityofartesia.ci.us 

Azusa 
(4B190151001) 

Mailing Address 213 East Foothill Boulevard 
Azusa, CA 91702 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Carl Hassel, City Engineer 
chassel@ci.azusa.ca.us 

Baldwin Park 
(4B190152001) 

Mailing Address 14403 East Pacific Avenue 
Baldwin Park, CA 91706-4297 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

David Lopez, Associate Engineer 
dlopez@baldwinpark.com 

Bell 
(4B190153001) 

Mailing Address 6330 Pine Avenue 
Bell, CA 90201-1291 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Terri Rodrigue,  City Engineer 
trodrigue@cityofbell.org 

Bell Gardens 
(4B190139002) 

Mailing Address 7100 South Garfield Avenue 
Bell Gardens, CA 90201-3293 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

John Oropeza, Director of Public Works (562) 806-7700 

Bellflower 
(4B190154001) 

Mailing Address 16600 Civic Center Drive 
Bellflower, CA 90706-5494 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Bernie Iniguez, Management Analyst 
biniguez@bellflower.org 

Beverly Hills 
(4B190132002) 

Mailing Address 455 North Rexford Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Vincent Chee, Project Civil Engineer 
kgettler@beverlyhills.org 

Bradbury 
(4B190155001) 

Mailing Address 600 Winston Avenue 
Bradbury, CA 91010-1199 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Elroy Kiepke, City Engineer 
mkeith@cityofbradbury.org 

Burbank 
(4B190101002) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 6459 
Burbank, CA 91510 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Bonnie Teaford, Public Works Director 
bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us 

Calabasas 
(4B190157001) 

Mailing Address 26135 Mureau Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302-3172 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Alex Farassati, ESM 
afarassati@cityofcalabasas.com 

Carson 
(4B190158001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 6234 
Carson, CA 90745 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Patricia Elkins, Building Construction Manager 
pelkins@carson.ca.us 

Cerritos 
(4B190159001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 3130 
Cerritos, CA 90703-3130 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Mike O’Grady, Environmental Services 
mo’grady@cerritos.us 

Claremont 
(4B190160001) 

Mailing Address 207 Harvard Avenue 
Claremont, CA 91711-4719 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Craig Bradshaw, City Engineer 
cbradshaw@ci.claremont.ca.us 

Commerce 
(4B190161001) 

Mailing Address 2535 Commerce Way 
Commerce, CA 90040-1487 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Gina Nila 
gnila@ci.commerce.ca.us  

Compton 
(4B190162001) 

Mailing Address 205 South Willowbrook Avenue 
Compton, CA 90220-3190 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Hien Nguyen, Assistant City Engineer 
310-761-1476 

Covina 
(4B190163001) 

Mailing Address 125 East College Street 
Covina, CA 91723-2199 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Charles Redden, Environmental Services Manager 
vcastro@covinaca.gov 

Cudahy 
(4B190164001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 1007 
Cudahy, CA 90201-6097 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Hector Rodriguez, City Manager 
hrodriguez@cityofcudahy.ca.us 

Culver City 
(4B190165001) 

Mailing Address 9770 Culver Boulevard 
Culver City, CA 90232-0507 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Damian Skinner, Manager 
310-253-6421 

Diamond Bar 
(4B190166001) 

Mailing Address 21825 East Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4177 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

David Liu, Director of Public Works 
dliu@diamondbarca.gov 

Downey 
(4B190167001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 7016 
Downey, CA 90241-7016 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Yvonne Blumberg 
yblumberg@downeyca.org 

Duarte 
(4B190168001) 

Mailing Address 1600 Huntington Drive 
Duarte, CA 91010-2592 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Steve Esbenshades, Engineering Division Manager 
(626) 357-7931 ext. 233 

El Monte 
(4B190169001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 6008 
El Monte, CA 91731 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

James A Enriquez, Director of Public Works 
(626) 580-2058 

El Segundo 
(4B190170001) 

Mailing Address 350 Main Street 
El Segundo, CA 90245-3895 

Facility Contact, Title,  Ron Fajardo, Wastewater Supervisor 
 

Gardena 
(4B190118002) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 47003 
Gardena, CA 90247-3778 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Ron Jackson, Building Maintenance Supervisor 
jfelix@ci.gardena.ci.us 

Glendale 
(4B190171001) 

Mailing Address Engineering Section, 633 East Broadway, Room 209 
Glendale, CA 91206-4308 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Maurice Oillataguerre, Senior Environmental Program 
Scientist 
moillataguerre@ci.glendale.ca.us 

Glendora 
(4B190172001) 

Mailing Address 116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Dave Davies, Deputy Director of Public Works 
ddavies@ci.glendora.ca.us 

Hawaiian 
Gardens 
(4B190173001) 

Mailing Address 21815 Pioneer Boulevard 
Hawaiian Gardens, CA 90716 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Joseph Colombo, Director of Community Development 
jcolombo@ghcity.org  

Hawthorne 
(4B190174001) 

Mailing Address 4455 West 126
th
 Street 

Hawthorne, CA 90250-4482 
Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Arnold Shadbehr, Chief General Service and Public Works 
Arnold Shadbehr, Chief General Service and Public Works 
ashadbehr@cityofhawthorne.org 

Hermosa 
Beach 
(4B190175001) 

Mailing Address 1315 Valley Drive 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254-3884 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Homayoun Behboodi, Associate Engineer 
hbehboodi@hermosabch.org 
 

Hidden Hills 
(4B190176001) 

Mailing Address 6165 Spring Valley Road 
Hidden Hills, CA 91302 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Kimberly Colberts, Environmental Coordinator  
(310) 257-2004 

Huntington 
Park 
(4B190177001) 

Mailing Address 6550 Miles Avenue 
Huntington Park, CA 90255 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Craig Melich, City Engineer and City Official 
323-584-6253 

Industry 
(4B190178001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 3366 
Industry, CA 91744-3995 

Facility Contact, Title,  Mike Nagaoka, Director of Public Safety 

Inglewood 
(4B190179001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 6500 
Inglewood, CA 90301-1750 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Jim Davis, Administrative Analyst 
eparker@cityofinglewood.org 

Irwindale 
(4B190180001) 

Mailing Address 5050 North Irwindale Avenue 
Irwindale, CA 91706 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Kwok Tam, Director of Public Works 
ktam@ci.irwindale.ca.us 

La Canada 
Flintridge 
(4B190181001) 

Mailing Address 1327 Foothill Boulevard 
La Canada Flintridge, CA 91011-2137 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Edward G. Hitti, Director of Public Works 
ehitti@lcf.ca.gov 

La Habra 
Heights 
(4B190182001) 

Mailing Address 1245 North Hacienda Boulevard 
La Habra Heights, CA 90631-2570 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Shauna Clark, City Manager 
shaunac@lhhcity.org 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

La Mirada 
(4B190183001) 

Mailing Address 13700 La Mirada Boulevard 
La Mirada, CA 90638-0828 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Steve Forster, Public Works Director 
sforster@cityoflamirada.org 

La Puente 
(4B190184001) 

Mailing Address 15900 East Marin Street 
La Puente, CA 91744-4788 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

John DiMario, Director of Development Services 
jdimario@lapuente.org 

La Verne 
(4B190185001) 

Mailing Address 3660 “D” Street 
La Verne, CA 91750-3599 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Daniel Keesey, Director of Public Works 
dkeesey@ci.la-verne.ca.us 

Lakewood 
(4B190186001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 158 
Lakewood, CA 90714-0158 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Konya Vivanti 
kvivanti@lakewoodcity.org 

Lawndale 
(4B190127002) 

Mailing Address 14717 Burin Avenue 
Lawndale, CA 90260 

Facility Contact, Title,  Marlene Miyoshi, Senior Administrative Analyst 

Lomita 
(4B190187001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 339 
Lomita, CA 90717-0098 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Tom A. Odom, City Administrator 
d.tomita@lomitacity.com 

Los Angeles 
(4B190188001) 

Mailing Address 1149 S. Broadway, 10
th
 Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90015 
Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Shahram Kharaghani, Program Manager 
(213) 485-0587 

Lynwood 
(4B190189001) 

Mailing Address 11330 Bullis Road 
Lynwood, CA 90262-3693 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Josef Kekula 
310-603-0220 ext. 287 

Malibu 
(4B190190001) 

Mailing Address 23815 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA 90265-4861 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Jennifer Voccola, Environmental Program Analyst 
jvoccola@malibucity.org 

Manhattan 
Beach 
(4B190191001) 

Mailing Address 1400 Highland Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and Email 

Brian Wright, Water Supervisor 
bwright@citymb.info 
 

Maywood 
(4B190192001) 

Mailing Address 4319 East Slauson Avenue 
Maywood, CA 90270-2897 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Andre Dupret, Project Manager 
323-562-5721 

Monrovia 
(4B190193001) 

Mailing Address 415 South Ivy Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91016-2888 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Heather Maloney 
hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.gov 

Montebello 
(4B190194001) 

Mailing Address 1600 West Beverly Boulevard 
Montebello, CA 90640-3970 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Cory Roberts 
croberts@aaeinc.com 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Monterey Park 
(4B190195001) 

Mailing Address 320 West Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2896 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Amy Ho, 626-307-1383 
amho@montereypark.ca.gov 
John Hunter (Consultant) at jhunter@jhla.net  

Norwalk 
(4B190196001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 1030 
Norwalk, CA 90651-1030 

Facility Contact, Title,  Chino Consunji, City Engineer 

Palos Verdes 
Estates 
(4B190197001) 

Mailing Address 340 Palos Verdes Drive West 
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Allan Rigg, Director of Public Works 
arigg@pvestates.org 

Paramount 
(4B190198001) 

Mailing Address 16400 Colorado Avenue 
Paramount, CA 90723-5091 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Chris Cash, Utility and Infrastructure Assistant Director 
ccash@paramountcity,org 

Pasadena 
(4B190199001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 7115 
Pasadena, CA 91109-7215 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Stephen Walker 
swalker@cityofpasadena.net 

Pico Rivera 
(4B190200001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 1016 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660-1016 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Art Cervantes, Director of Public Works 
acervantes@pico-rivera.org 
 

Pomona 
(4B190145003) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 660 
Pomona, CA 91769-0660 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Kimberly Colbert, Environmental Compliance Consultant  
kimberly_colbert@ci.pomona.ca.us 

Rancho Palos 
Verdes 
(4B190201001) 

Mailing Address 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Ray Holland, Interim Public Works Director 
clehr@rpv.com 

Redondo 
Beach 
(4B190143002) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 270 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277-0270 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Mike Shay, Principal Civil Engineer 
mshay@redondo.org 

Rolling Hills 
(4B190202001) 

Mailing Address 2 Portuguese Bend Road 
Rolling Hills, CA 90274-5199 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Greg Grammer, Assistant to the City Manager 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov 

Rolling Hills 
Estates 
(4B190203001) 

Mailing Address 4045 Palos Verdes Drive North 
Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Greg Grammer, Assistant to the City Manager 
ggrammer@rollinghillsestatesca.gov 
 

Rosemead 
(4B190204001) 

Mailing Address 8838 East Valley Boulevard 
Rosemead, CA 91770-1787 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Chris Marcarello, Director of PW 
626-569-2118 

San Dimas 
(4B190205001) 

Mailing Address 245 East Bonita Avenue 
San Dimas, CA 91773-3002 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Latoya  Cyrus, Environmental Services Coordinator, 
lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us 
 

San Fernando 
(4B190206001) 

Mailing Address 117 Macneil Street 
San Fernando, CA 91340 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Ron Ruiz, Director of Public Works 
rruiz@sfcity.org 

San Gabriel 
(4B190207001) 

Mailing Address 425 South Mission Drive 
San Gabriel, CA 91775 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Daren T. Grilley, City Engineer 
626-308-2806 ext. 4631 

San Marino 
(4B190208001) 

Mailing Address 2200 Huntington Drive 
San Marino, CA 91108-2691 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

Chuck Richie, Director of Parks and Public Works 
crichie@cityofsanmarino.org 

Santa Clarita 
(4B190117001) 

Mailing Address 23920 West Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Travis Lange, Environmental Services Manager 
661-255-4337 

Santa Fe 
Springs 
(4B190108003) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 2120 
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670-2120 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Sarina Morales-Choate, Civil Engineer Assistant 
smorales-choate@santafesprings.org 

Santa Monica 
(4B190122002) 

Mailing Address 1685 Main Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401-3295 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Neal Shapiro, Urban Runoff Coordinator 
nshapiro@smgov.net 

Sierra Madre 
(4B190209001) 

Mailing Address 232 West Sierra Madre Boulevard 
Sierra Madre, CA 91024-2312 

Facility contact, title, 
and phone 

James Carlson, Management Analyst 
626-355-7135 ext. 803 

Signal Hill 
(4B190210001) 

Mailing Address 2175 Cherry Avenue 
Signal Hill, CA 90755 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

John Hunter 562-802-7880   
jhunter@jlha.net 

South El 
Monte 
(4B190211001) 

Mailing Address 1415 North Santa Anita Avenue 
South El Monte, CA 91733-3389 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Anthony Ybarra, City Manager 
626-579-6540 

South Gate 
(4B190212001) 

Mailing Address 8650 California Avenue 
South Gate, CA 90280 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

John Hunter 562-802-7880   
jhunter@jlha.net 
 
 
 

South 
Pasadena 
(4B190213001) 

Mailing Address 1414 Mission Street 
South Pasadena, CA 91030-3298 

Facility contact, title, 
and E-mail 

John Hunter 562-802-7880   
jhunter@jlha.net 

Temple City 
(4B190214001) 

Mailing Address 9701 Las Tunas Drive 
Temple City, CA 91780-2249 
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Permittee 
(WDID) 

Contact Information 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Joe Lambert at 626-285-2171 or 
John Hunter 562-802-7880   
jhunter@jlha.net 

Torrance 
(4B190215001) 

Mailing Address 3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503-5059 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and Phone 

Leslie Cortez, Senior Administrative Assistant 

Vernon 
(4B190216001) 

Mailing Address 4305 Santa Fe Avenue 
Vernon, CA 90058-1786 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Claudia Arellano 
323-583-8811 

Walnut 
(4B190217001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 682 
Walnut, CA 91788 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and Phone 

Jack Yoshino, Senior Management Assistant 

West Covina 
(4B190218001) 

Mailing Address P.O. Box 1440 
West Covina, CA 91793-1440 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Samuel Gutierrez, Engineering Technician 
sam.gutierrez@westcovina.org 

West 
Hollywood 
(4B190219001) 

Mailing Address 8300 Santa Monica Boulevard 
West Hollywood, CA 90069-4314 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Jan Harmon, Environmental Services Specialist 
jharmon@weho.org 

Westlake 
Village 
(4B190220001) 

Mailing Address 31200 Oak Crest Drive 
Westlake Village, CA 91361 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

Roxanne Hughes, Stormwater Program Coordinator 
rhughes@wlv.org 

Whittier 
(4B190221001) 

Mailing Address 13230 Penn Street 
Whittier, CA 90602-1772 

Facility Contact, Title, 
and E-mail 

David Mochizuki, Director of Public Works 
dmochizuki@cityofwhittier.org 

County of Los 
Angeles 
(4B190107099) 

Mailing Address 900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Terri Grant, Division Engineer 
626-458-4309 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 
Control 
District 
(4B190107101) 

Mailing Address 900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Facility contact, title, 
and Phone 

Terri Grant, Division Engineer 
626-458-4309 
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Table 3. Discharge Location 

 
Table 4. Administrative Information 

   

                                            
1
 Note that the Santa Ana River Watershed lies primarily within the boundaries of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. However, a portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed lies within the jurisdictions of Pomona and Claremont in 
Los Angeles County. The primary receiving water within the Los Angeles County portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed is 
San Antonio Creek. 

Discharge Point 
Effluent 

Description 

Discharge 
Point 

Latitude 

Discharge 
Point 

Longitude 
Receiving Water 

All Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System 
discharge points within 
the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District, 
the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 
incorporated cities 
within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control 
District with the 
exception of the City of 
Long Beach 

Storm Water 
and Non-
Storm Water 

Numerous Numerous 

Surface waters identified in 
Tables 2-1, 2-1a, 2-3, and 2-
4, and Appendix 1, Table 1 of 
the Water Quality Control 
Plan - Los Angeles Region 
(Basin Plan for the Coastal 
Watersheds of Los Angeles 
and Ventura Counties), and 
other unidentified tributaries 
to these surface waters within 
the following Watershed 
Management Areas:  

(1) Santa Clara River 
Watershed;  

(2) Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed Management 
Area, including Malibu Creek 
Watershed and Ballona 
Creek Watershed;  

(3) Los Angeles River 
Watershed;  

(4) Dominguez Channel and 
Greater Los Angeles/Long 
Beach Harbors Watershed 
Management Area;  

(5) Los Cerritos Channel and 
Alamitos Bay Watershed 
Management Area; 

(6) San Gabriel River 
Watershed; and 

(7) Santa Ana River 
Watershed.

1
 

This Order was adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Los Angeles Region on: 

<Adoption Date> 

This Order becomes effective on:  <Effective Date> 

This Order expires on: <Expiration Date> 

In accordance with Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 9 of the California Code 
of Regulations and Title 40, Part 122 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
each Discharger shall file a Report of Waste Discharge as application for 
issuance of new waste discharge requirements no later than: 

180 days prior to the Order 
expiration date above  
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In accordance with section 2235.4 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, the terms and conditions 
of an expired permit are automatically continued pending issuance of a new permit if all requirements of the 
federal NPDES regulations on continuation of expired permits are complied with.  Accordingly, if a new order 
is not adopted by the expiration date above, then the Permittees shall continue to implement the 
requirements of this Order until a new one is adopted. 

 
I, Samuel Unger, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that this Order with all attachments is a 
full, true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on <Adoption Date>. 

 

 
 ________________________________________ 

Samuel Unger, Executive Officer 
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II. FINDINGS 

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

A. Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants 

Storm water and non-storm water discharges consist of surface runoff generated from 
various land uses, which are conveyed via the municipal separate storm sewer system 
and ultimately discharged into surface waters throughout the region.  Discharges of 
storm water and non-storm water from the Los Angeles County Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) convey pollutants to surface waters throughout the Los 
Angeles Region.  The primary pollutants of concern in these discharges, as identified by 
the Los Angeles County Flood Control District Integrated Receiving Water Impacts 
Report (1994-2000), are indicator bacteria, nutrients, total dissolved solids, turbidity, 
total suspended solids, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium, copper, lead, total mercury, 
nickel, zinc, cyanide, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), diazinon, and chlorpyrifos.  Aquatic toxicity, particularly during wet weather, is 
also a concern based on a review of Annual Monitoring Reports from 2005-10. Storm 
water and non-storm water discharges of debris and trash are also a pervasive water 
quality problem in the Los Angeles Region.  

Pollutants in storm water and non-storm water have damaging effects on both human 
health and aquatic ecosystems.  Water quality assessments conducted by the Regional 
Water Board have identified impairment of beneficial uses of water bodies in the Los 
Angeles Region caused or contributed to by pollutant loading from municipal storm 
water and non-storm water discharges. As a result of these impairments, there are 
beach postings and closures, fish consumption advisories, local and global ecosystem 
and aesthetic impacts from trash and debris, reduced habitat for threatened and 
endangered species, among others. The Regional Water Board and USEPA have 
established 33 total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) that identify Los Angeles County 
MS4 discharges as one of the pollutant sources causing or contributing to these water 
quality impairments. 

 
B. Permit History 

Prior to the issuance of this Order, Regional Water Board Order No. 01-182 served as 
the NPDES Permit for MS4 storm water and non-storm water discharges within the 
County of Los Angeles. The requirements of Order No. 01-182 applied to the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District, the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County 
under County jurisdiction, and 84 Cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District with the exception of the City of Long Beach. The first county-wide MS4 permit 
for the County of Los Angeles and the incorporated areas therein was Order No. 90-
079, adopted by the Regional Water  Board on June 18, 1990.  
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Under Order No. 01-182, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District was designated 
the Principal Permittee, and the County of Los Angeles and 84 incorporated Cities were 
each designated Permittees. The Principal Permittee coordinated and facilitated 
activities necessary to comply with the requirements of Order No. 01-182, but was not 
responsible for ensuring compliance of any of the other Permittees. The designation of 
a Principal Permittee has not been carried over from Order No. 01-182.  

Order No. 01-182 was subsequently amended by the Regional Water Board on 
September 14, 2006 by Order No. R4-2006-0074 to incorporate provisions consistent 
with the assumptions and requirements of the Santa Monica Bay Beaches Dry Weather 
Bacteria TMDL (SMB Dry Weather Bacteria TMDL) waste load allocations (WLAs). As a 
result of a legal challenge to Order No. R4-2006-0074, the Los Angeles County 
Superior Court issued a peremptory writ of mandate on July 23, 2010 requiring the 
Regional Water Board to void and set aside the amendments adopted through Order 
No. R4-2006-0074 in Order No. 01-182. The Court concluded that the permit 
proceeding at which Order No. R4-2006-0074 was adopted was procedurally deficient. 
The Court did not address the substantive merits of the amendments themselves, and 
thus made no determination about the substantive validity of Order No. R4-2006-0074. 
In compliance with the writ of mandate, the Regional Water Board voided and set aside 
the amendments adopted through Order No. R4-2006-0074 on April 14, 2011. This 
Order reincorporates requirements equivalent to the 2006 provisions to implement the 
SMB Dry Weather Bacteria TMDL. 

In addition, Order No. 01-182 was amended on August 9, 2007 by Order No. R4-2007-
0042 to incorporate provisions consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the 
Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL, and was again 
amended on December 10, 2009 by Order No. R4-2009-0130 to incorporate provisions 
consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the Los Angeles River Watershed 
Trash TMDL.  

C. Permit Application 

On June 12, 2006, prior to the expiration date of Order No. 01-182, all of the Permittees 
filed Reports of Waste Discharge (ROWD) applying for renewal of their waste discharge 
requirements that serve as an NPDES permit to discharge storm water and authorized 
and conditionally exempt non-storm water through their MS4 to surface waters.  
Specifically, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) submitted an 
ROWD application on behalf of itself, the County of Los Angeles, and 78 other 
Permittees.  Several Permittees under Order No. 01-182 elected to not be included as 
part of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s ROWD.  On June 12, 2006, the 
Cities of Downey and Signal Hill each submitted an individual ROWD application 
requesting a separate MS4 Permit; and the Upper San Gabriel River Watershed 
Coalition, comprised of the cities of Azusa, Claremont, Glendora, Irwindale, and Whittier 
also submitted an individual ROWD application requesting a separate MS4 Permit for 
these cities.  In 2010, the LACFCD withdrew from its participation in the 2006 ROWD 
submitted in conjunction with the County and 78 other co-permittees, and submitted a 
new ROWD also requesting an individual MS4 permit. The LACFCD also requested 
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that, if an individual MS4 permit was not issued to it, it no longer be designated as the 
Principal Permittee and it be relieved of Principal Permittee responsibilities.  The 
Regional Water Board evaluated each of the 2006 ROWDs and notified all of the 
Permittees that their ROWDs did not satisfy federal storm water regulations contained in 
the USEPA Interpretive Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems; Final Rule, August 9, 1996 (61 Fed Reg. 
41697).  Because each ROWD did not satisfy federal requirements, the Regional Water 
Board deemed all four 2006 ROWDs incomplete. The Regional Water Board also 
evaluated the LACFCD’s 2010 ROWD and found that it too did not satisfy federal 
requirements for MS4s.   

Though five separate ROWDs were submitted, the Regional Water Board retains 
discretion as the permitting authority to determine whether to issue permits for 
discharges from MS4s on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis (Clean Water Act 
(CWA) § 402(p)(3)(B)(i); 40 CFR section 122.26, subdivisions (a)(1)(v) and (a)(3)(ii)).  
Because of the complexity and networking of the MS4 within Los Angeles County, 
which often results in commingled discharges, the Regional Water Board has previously 
adopted a system-wide approach to permitting MS4 discharges within Los Angeles 
County.  

In evaluating the five separate ROWDs, the Regional Water Board considered the 
appropriateness of permitting discharges from MS4s within Los Angeles County on a 
system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis or a combination of both. Based on that 
evaluation, the Regional Water Board again determined that, because of the complexity 
and networking of the MS4 within Los Angeles County, that one system-wide permit is 
appropriate. In order to provide individual Permittees with more specific requirements, 
certain provisions of this Order are organized by watershed management area, which is 
appropriate given the requirements to implement 33 watershed-based TMDLs.  The 
Regional Water Board also determined that as the primary owner and operator of the 
Los Angeles County MS4, the LACFCD should remain a Permittee in the single system-
wide permit; however, this Order relieves the LACFCD of its role as “Principal 
Permittee.” 

D. Permit Coverage and Facility Description 

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 84 
incorporated cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District with the 
exception of the City of Long Beach (see Table 5, List of Permittees), hereinafter 
referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the Dischargers, discharge storm 
water and non-storm water from municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), also 
called storm drain systems. For the purposes of this Order, references to the 
“Discharger” or “Permittee” in applicable federal and state laws, regulations, plans, or 
policy are held to be equivalent to references to the Discharger, or Permittees herein.  

Table 5. List of Permittees 

Agoura Hills Hawaiian Gardens Pomona 
Alhambra Hawthorne Rancho Palos Verdes 
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Arcadia Hermosa Beach Redondo Beach 
Artesia Hidden Hills Rolling Hills 
Azusa Huntington Park Rolling Hills Estates 
Baldwin Park Industry Rosemead 
Bell Inglewood San Dimas 
Bell Gardens Irwindale San Fernando 
Bellflower La Canada Flintridge San Gabriel 
Beverly Hills La Habra Heights San Marino 
Bradbury La Mirada Santa Clarita 
Burbank La Puente Santa Fe Springs 
Calabasas La Verne Santa Monica 
Carson Lakewood Sierra Madre 
Cerritos Lawndale Signal Hill 
Claremont Lomita South El Monte 
Commerce Los Angeles South Gate 
Compton Lynwood South Pasadena 
Covina Malibu Temple City 
Cudahy Manhattan Beach Torrance 
Culver City Maywood Vernon 
Diamond Bar Monrovia Walnut 
Downey Montebello West Covina 
Duarte Monterey Park West Hollywood 
El Monte Norwalk Westlake Village 
El Segundo Palos Verdes Estates Whittier 
Gardena Paramount County of Los Angeles 
Glendale Pasadena Los Angeles County Flood 

Control District Glendora Pico Rivera 
 

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District encompasses more than 3,000 square 
miles. The LACFCD contains a vast drainage network that serves incorporated and 
unincorporated areas in every Watershed Management Area within the Los Angeles 
Region. The drainage infrastructure includes approximately 500 miles of open channels, 
2,900 miles of underground storm drains, and over 80,000 catch basins. Maps depicting 
the major drainage infrastructure of the Los Angeles County MS4 are included in 
Attachment C of this Order.  

E. Permit Scope 

This Order regulates municipal discharges of storm water and non-storm water from the 
Permittees’ MS4.  Section 122.26(b)(8) of title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) defines an MS4 as “a conveyance or system of conveyances (including roads 
with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-
made channels, or storm drains): (i) [o]wned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, 
county, parish, district, association, or other public body (created by or pursuant to State 
law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other 
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wastes, including special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control 
district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian 
tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under section 
208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States; (ii) [d]esigned or used 
for collecting or conveying storm water; (iii) [w]hich is not a combined sewer; and (iv) 
[w]hich is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 
122.2.” 

Storm water discharges consist of those discharges that originate from precipitation 
events. Federal regulations define “storm water” as “storm water runoff, snow melt 
runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.” (40 CFR § 122.26(b)(13).)  While “surface 
runoff and drainage” is not defined in federal law, USEPA’s preamble to its final storm 
water regulations demonstrates that the term is related to precipitation events such as 
rain and/or snowmelt. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995-96 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 

Non-storm water discharges consist of all discharges through an MS4 that do not 
originate from precipitation events.  Non-storm water discharges through an MS4 are 
prohibited unless authorized under a separate NPDES permit; authorized by USEPA 
pursuant to Sections 104(a) or 104(b) of the federal Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA); composed of natural flows; the 
result of emergency fire fighting activities; or conditionally exempted in this Order. 

F. Geographic Coverage and Watershed Management Areas 

The municipal storm water and non-storm water discharges flow into receiving waters in 
the Watershed Management Areas of the Santa Clara River Watershed; Santa Monica 
Bay Watershed Management Area, including Malibu Creek Watershed and Ballona 
Creek Watershed; Los Angeles River Watershed; Dominguez Channel and Greater Los 
Angeles/Long Beach Harbors Watershed Management Area; Los Cerritos Channel and 
Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area; San Gabriel River Watershed; and Santa 
Ana River Watershed.   

This Order redefines Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) consistent with the 
delineations used in the Regional Water Board’s Watershed Management Initiative. 
Permittees included in each of the WMAs are listed in Attachment K. 

Maps depicting each WMA, its subwatersheds, and the major receiving waters therein 
are included in Attachment B. 

Federal, state, regional or local entities in jurisdictions outside the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District, and not currently named as Permittee to this Order, may operate 
MS4 facilities and/or discharge to the MS4 and water bodies covered by this Order.  
Pursuant to 40 CFR sections 122.26(d)(1)(ii) and 122.26(d)(2)(iv), each Permittee shall 
maintain the necessary legal authority to control the contribution of pollutants to its MS4 
and shall include in its storm water management program a comprehensive planning 
process that includes intergovernmental coordination, where necessary.  
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Sources of MS4 discharges into receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles but not 
covered by this Order include the following: 

• About 34 square miles of unincorporated area in Ventura County, which drain 
into Malibu Creek and then to Santa Monica Bay,  

• About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks, which also drain into Malibu 
Creek and then to Santa Monica Bay, and 

• About 86 square miles of area in Orange County, which drain into Coyote Creek 
and then into the San Gabriel River. 
 

Specifically, the Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) owns and operates the 
Los Alamitos Retarding Basin and Pumping Station (Los Alamitos Retarding Basin).  
The Los Alamitos Retarding Basin is within the San Gabriel River Watershed, and is 
located adjacent to the Los Angeles and Orange County boundary.  The majority of the 
30-acre Los Alamitos Retarding Basin is in Orange County; however, the northwest 
corner of the facility is located in the County of Los Angeles.  Storm water and non-
storm water discharges, which drain to the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, are pumped 
to the San Gabriel River Estuary (SGR Estuary) through pumps and subterranean 
piping.  The pumps and discharge point are located in the County of Los Angeles. 

 
The OCFCD pumps the water within the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin to the San 
Gabriel River Estuary through four discharge pipes, which are covered by tide gates.  
The discharge point is located approximately 700 feet downstream from the 2nd Street 
Bridge in Long Beach.  The total pumping capacity of the four pumps is 800 cubic feet 
per second (cfs).  There is also a 5 cfs sump pump that discharges nuisance flow 
continuously to the Estuary though a smaller diameter uncovered pipe. 

 
The discharge from the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin is covered under the Orange 
County Municipal NPDES Storm Water Permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS618030, Santa 
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. R8-2010-0062), which was issued 
to the County of Orange, Orange County Flood Control District and Incorporated Cities 
on May 22, 2009.  The Orange County MS4 Permit references the San Gabriel River 
Metals and Selenium TMDL (Metals TMDL).  The waste load allocations listed in the 
Metals TMDL for Coyote Creek are included in the Orange County MS4 Permit.  
However, the Orange County MS4 Permit does not contain the dry weather copper 
waste load allocations assigned to the Estuary. 

G. Legal Authorities 

This Order is issued pursuant to CWA section 402 and implementing regulations 
adopted by the USEPA and chapter 5.5, division 7 of the California Water Code 
(commencing with section 13370).  This Order serves as an NPDES permit for point 
source discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 to surface waters.  This Order 
also serves as waste discharge requirements (WDRs) pursuant to article 4, chapter 4, 
division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing with Section 13260).  
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H. Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Requirements. The 1972 Clean Water Act2 
established the NPDES Program to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point 
sources to waters of the United States. However, pollution from storm water and dry-
weather urban runoff was largely unabated for over a decade. In response to the 1987 
Amendments to the l Clean Water Act, USEPA developed Phase I of the NPDES Storm 
Water Permitting Program in 1990, which established a framework for regulating 
municipal and industrial discharges of storm water and non-storm water. The Phase I 
program addressed sources of storm water and dry-weather urban runoff that had the 
greatest potential to negatively impact water quality. In particular, under Phase I, 
USEPA required NPDES Permit coverage for discharges from medium and large MS4 
with populations of 100,000 or more. Operators of MS4s regulated under the Phase I 
NPDES Storm Water Program were required to obtain permit coverage for municipal 
discharges of storm water and non-storm water to waters of the United States  

Early in the history of the LA County MS4 Permit, the Regional Water Board designated 
the MS4s owned and/or operated by the incorporated cities and Los Angeles County 
unincorporated areas within the LACFCD as a large MS4 due to the total population of 
Los Angeles County, including that of unincorporated and incorporated areas, and the 
interrelationship between the MS4s throughout the LACFCD, pursuant to 40 CFR 
section 122.26(b)(4). The total population of the cities and County unincorporated areas 
covered by this Order was 9,519,338 in 2000 and has increased by approximately 
300,000 to 9,818,605 in 2010, according to the United States Census. 

This Order implements the federal Phase I NPDES Storm Water Program requirements. 
These requirements include three fundamental elements: (i) a requirement to effectively 
prohibit non-storm water discharges through the MS4, (ii) requirements to implement 
controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, and 
(iii) other provisions that the Regional Water Board determines necessary for the control 
of pollutants in MS4 discharges in order to achieve water quality standards. 

I. Background and Rationale for Requirements.  The Regional Water Board developed 
the requirements in this Order based on information submitted as part of the Permittees’ 
applications, through monitoring and reporting programs, and other available 
information.  In accordance with federal regulations at 40 CFR section 124.8, a Fact 
Sheet (Attachment F) has been prepared to explain the principal facts and the 
significant factual, legal, methodological, and policy questions considered in preparing 
this Order. The Fact Sheet is hereby incorporated into this Order and also constitutes 
part of the Findings of the Regional Water Board for this Order.  Attachments A through 
E and G through R are also incorporated into this Order. 

J. Water Quality Control Plans. The Clean Water Act requires the Regional Water Board 
to establish water quality standards for each water body in its region. Water quality 
standards include beneficial uses, water quality objectives and criteria that are 
established at levels sufficient to protect those beneficial uses, and an antidegradation 
policy to prevent degrading waters. The Regional Water Board adopted a Water Quality 

                                            
2
 Federal Water Pollution Control Act; 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq., which, as amended in 1977, is commonly known as the Clean 
Water Act. 
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Control Plan - Los Angeles Region (hereinafter Basin Plan) on June 13, 1994 and has 
amended it on multiple occasions since 1994. The Basin Plan designates beneficial 
uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains implementation programs and 
policies to achieve those objectives for all waters in the Los Angeles Region.  Pursuant 
to California Water Code section 13263(a), the requirements of this Order implement 
the Basin Plan. Beneficial uses applicable to the surface water bodies that receive 
discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 generally include those listed below. 

Table 6. Basin Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Uses 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 
(MS4s) discharge 
points within the Los 
Angeles County 
Flood Control 
District, the County 
of Los Angeles, and 
84 incorporated 
cities within the Los 
Angeles County 
Flood Control 
District with the 
exception of the City 
of Long Beach 

Multiple surface 
water bodies of the 
Los Angeles Region 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN); Agricultural 
Supply (AGR); Industrial Service Supply (IND); Industrial 
Process Supply (PROC); Ground Water Recharge (GWR); 
Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH); Navigation (NAV); 
Hydropower Generation (POW); Water Contact 
Recreation (REC-1); Limited Contact Recreation (LREC-
1); Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC-2); Commercial 
and Sport Fishing (COMM); Warm Freshwater Habitat 
(WARM); Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD); Preservation 
of Areas of Special Biological Significance (BIOL); Wildlife 
Habitat (WILD); Preservation of Rare and Endangered 
Species (RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); Wetland Habitat 
(WET); Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR); 
Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development 
(SPWN); Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL) 

 

1. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 

Clean Water Act section 303(d)(1) requires each state to identify the waters within its 
boundaries that do not meet water quality standards. Water bodies that do not meet 
water quality standards are considered impaired and are placed on the state’s “CWA 
Section 303(d) List”. For each listed water body, the state is required to establish a 
TMDL of each pollutant impairing the water quality standards in that water body.  A 
TMDL is a tool for implementing water quality standards and is based on the 
relationship between pollution sources and in-stream water quality conditions.  The 
TMDL establishes the allowable pollutant loadings for a water body and thereby 
provides the basis to establish water quality-based controls.  These controls should 
provide the pollution reduction necessary for a water body to meet water quality 
standards.  A TMDL is the sum of the allowable pollutant loads of a single pollutant 
from all contributing point sources (the waste load allocations or WLAs) and non-
point sources (load allocations or LAs), plus the contribution from background 
sources and a margin of safety. (40 CFR section 130.2(i).) MS4 discharges are 
considered point source discharges.  
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Numerous receiving waters within Los Angeles County do not meet water quality 
standards or fully support beneficial uses and therefore have been classified as 
impaired on the State’s 303(d) List.  The Regional Water Board and USEPA have 
each established TMDLs to address many of these water quality impairments.  
Pursuant to CWA section 402(p)(B)(3)(iii) and 40 CFR section 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B), 
this Order includes requirements that are consistent with and implement WLAs that 
are assigned to discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 from 33 State-
adopted and USEPA established TMDLs.  This Order requires Permittees to comply 
with the TMDL Provisions in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R, which are 
consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the TMDL WLAs assigned to 
discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4.  A comprehensive list of TMDLs by 
watershed management area and the Permittees subject to each TMDL is included 
in Attachment K.  

Waste load allocations in these TMDLs are expressed in several ways depending on 
the nature of the pollutant and its impacts on receiving waters and beneficial uses. 
Bacteria WLAs assigned to MS4 discharges are expressed as the number of 
allowable exceedance days that a water body may exceed the Basin Plan water 
quality objectives for protection of the REC-1 beneficial use.  Since the TMDLs and 
the WLAs contained therein are expressed as receiving water conditions, receiving 
water limitations have been included in this Order that are consistent with and 
implement the allowable exceedance day WLAs. Water quality-based effluent 
limitations are also included equivalent to the Basin Plan water quality objectives to 
allow the opportunity for Permittees to individually demonstrate compliance at an 
outfall or jurisdictional boundary, thus isolating the Permittee’s pollutant contributions 
from those of other Permittees and from other pollutant sources to the receiving 
water.  

WLAs for trash are expressed as progressively decreasing allowable amounts of 
trash discharges from a Permittee’s jurisdictional area within the drainage area to 
the impaired water body. The Trash TMDLs require each Permittee to make annual 
reductions of its discharges of trash over a set period, until the numeric target of 
zero trash discharged from the MS4 is achieved. The Trash TMDLs specify a 
specific formula for calculating and allocating annual reductions in trash discharges 
from each jurisdictional area within a watershed.  The formula results in specified 
annual amounts of trash that may be discharged from each jurisdiction into the 
receiving waters.  Translation of the WLAs or compliance points described in the 
TMDLs into jurisdiction-specific load reductions from the baseline levels, as specified 
in the TMDL, logically results in the articulation of an annual limitation on the amount 
of a pollutant that may be discharged.  The specification of allowable annual trash 
discharge amounts meets the definition of an “effluent limitation”, as that term is 
defined in subdivision (c) of section 13385.1 of the California Water Code.  
Specifically, the trash discharge limitations constitute a “numeric restriction … on the 
quantity [or] discharge rate … of a pollutant or pollutants that may be discharged 
from an authorized location.”   
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TMDL WLAs for other pollutants (e.g., metals and toxics) are expressed as 
concentration and/or mass and water quality-based effluent limitations have been 
specified consistent with the expression of the WLA, including any applicable 
averaging periods. Some TMDLs specify that, if certain receiving water conditions 
are achieved, such achievement constitutes attainment of the WLA. In these cases, 
receiving water limitations and/or provisions outlining these alternate means of 
demonstrating compliance are included in the TMDL provisions in Part VI.E of this 
Order.  

The inclusion of water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving water 
limitations to implement applicable WLAs provides a clear means of identifying 
required water quality outcomes within the permit and ensures accountability by 
Permittees to implement actions necessary to achieve the limitations.    

A number of the TMDLs for bacteria, metals, and toxics establish WLAs that are 
assigned jointly to a group of Permittees whose storm water and/or non-storm water 
discharges are or may be commingled in the MS4 prior to discharge to the receiving 
water subject to the TMDL.  TMDLs address commingled MS4 discharges by 
assigning a WLA to a group of MS4 Permittees based on co-location within the 
same subwatershed.  Permittees with co-mingled MS4 discharges are jointly 
responsible for meeting the water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving 
water limitations assigned to MS4 discharges in this Order.  "Joint responsibility" 
means that the Permittees that have commingled MS4 discharges are responsible 
for implementing programs in their respective jurisdictions, or within the MS4 for 
which they are an owner and/or operator, to meet the water quality-based effluent 
limitations and/or receiving water limitations assigned to such commingled MS4 
discharges.   

In these cases, federal regulations state that co-permittees need only comply with 
permit conditions relating to discharges from the MS4 for which they are owners or 
operators  (40 CFR § 122.26(a)(3)(vi)).  Individual co-permittees are only 
responsible for their contributions to the commingled MS4 discharge. This Order 
does not require a Permittee to individually ensure that a commingled MS4 
discharge meets the applicable water quality-based effluent limitations included in 
this Order, unless such Permittee is shown to be solely responsible for an 
exceedance.  

Additionally, this Order allows a Permittee to clarify and distinguish their individual 
contributions and demonstrate that its MS4 discharge did not cause or contribute to 
exceedances of applicable water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving 
water limitations. If such a demonstration is made, though the Permittee’s discharge 
may commingle with that of other Permittees, the Permittee would not be held jointly 
responsible for the exceedance of the water quality-based effluent limitation or 
receiving water limitation. Individual co-permittees who demonstrate compliance with 
the water quality-based effluent limitations will not be held responsible for violations 
by non-compliant co-permittees. 
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Given the interconnected nature of the Los Angeles County MS4, however, the 
Regional Water Board expects Permittees to work cooperatively to control the 
contribution of pollutants from one portion of the MS4 to another portion of the 
system through inter-agency agreements or other formal arrangements.  

K. Ocean Plan. In 1972, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) 
adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California, California 
Ocean Plan (hereinafter Ocean Plan). The State Water Board adopted the most recent 
amended Ocean Plan on September 15, 2009. The Office of Administration Law 
approved it on March 10, 2010. On October 8, 2010, USEPA approved the 2009 Ocean 
Plan. The Ocean Plan is applicable, in its entirety, to the ocean waters of the State. In 
order to protect beneficial uses, the Ocean Plan establishes water quality objectives and 
a program of implementation. Pursuant to California Water Code section 13263(a), the 
requirements of this Order implement the Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan identifies 
beneficial uses of ocean waters of the State to be protected as summarized in the table 
below. 

Table 7. Ocean Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Uses 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 
(MS4s) discharge 
points within the Los 
Angeles County 
Flood Control 
District, the County 
of Los Angeles, and 
84 incorporated 
cities within the Los 
Angeles County 
Flood Control 
District with the 
exception of the City 
of Long Beach 

Pacific Ocean 

Industrial Water Supply (IND); Water Contact (REC-1) and 
Non-Contact Recreation (REC-2), including aesthetic 
enjoyment; Navigation (NAV); Commercial and Sport 
Fishing (COMM); Mariculture; Preservation and 
Enhancement of Designated Areas of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS); Rare and Endangered Species 
(RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); Fish Migration (MIGR); 
Fish Spawning (SPWN) and Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL) 

 

L. Antidegradation Policy 

40 CFR section 131.12 requires that state water quality standards include an 
antidegradation policy consistent with the federal antidegradation policy.  The State 
Water Board established California’s antidegradation policy in State Water Board 
Resolution No. 68-16 (“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining the Quality of 
the Waters of the State”).  Resolution No. 68-16 incorporates the federal 
antidegradation policy where the federal policy applies under federal law.  Resolution 
No. 68-16 requires that existing water quality be maintained unless degradation is 
justified based on specific findings.  The Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan 
implements, and incorporates by reference, both the state and federal antidegradation 
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policies.  The permitted discharge is consistent with the antidegradation provision of 
section 131.12 and State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16. 

M. Anti-Backsliding Requirements.  Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA and federal 
regulations at 40 CFR section 122.44(l) prohibit backsliding in NPDES permits.  These 
anti-backsliding provisions require effluent limitations or other conditions in a reissued 
permit to be as stringent as those in the previous permit, with some exceptions where 
limitations or conditions may be relaxed.  All effluent limitations and conditions in this 
Order are at least as stringent as the effluent limitations and conditions in the previous 
permit. 

N. Endangered Species Act.  This Order does not authorize any act that results in the 
taking of a threatened or endangered species or any act that is now prohibited, or 
becomes prohibited in the future, under either the California Endangered Species Act 
(Fish and Game Code, §§  2050 to 2115.5) or the Federal Endangered Species Act (16 
U.S.C.A., §§ 1531 to 1544).  This Order requires compliance with requirements to 
protect the beneficial uses of waters of the United States.  Permittees are responsible 
for meeting all requirements of the applicable Endangered Species Act. 

O. Monitoring and Reporting.  40 CFR section 122.48 requires that all NPDES permits 
specify requirements for recording and reporting monitoring results.  California Water 
Code sections 13267 and 13383 authorize the Regional Water Board to require 
technical and monitoring reports.  The Monitoring and Reporting Program establishes 
monitoring and reporting requirements to implement federal and State requirements.  
This Monitoring and Reporting Program is provided in Attachment E.  

P. Standard and Special Provisions.  Standard Provisions, which apply to all NPDES 
permits in accordance with 40 CFR section 122.41, and additional conditions applicable 
to specified categories of permits in accordance with 40 CFR section 122.42, are 
provided in Attachment D.  Dischargers must comply with all standard provisions and 
with those additional conditions that are applicable under 40 CFR section 122.42 
provided in Attachment D.  The Regional Water Board has also included in Part VI of 
this Order various special provisions applicable to the Dischargers.  A rationale for the 
various special provisions contained in this Order is provided in the attached Fact Sheet 
(Attachment F).  

Q. Unfunded Mandates 
Article XIII B, Section 6(a) of the California Constitution provides that whenever “any 
state agency mandates a new program or higher level of service on any local 
government, the state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse that local 
government for the costs of the program or increased level of service.” The 
requirements of this Order do not constitute state mandates that are subject to a 
subvention of funds for several reasons as described in detail in the attached Fact 
Sheet (Attachment F). 

R. Economic Considerations.  The California Supreme Court has ruled that although 
California Water Code section 13263 requires the State and Regional Water Boards 
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(collectively, Water Boards) to consider the factors set forth in California Water Code 
section 13241 when issuing an NPDES permit, the Water Boards may not consider the 
factors to justify imposing pollutant restriction that are less stringent than the applicable 
federal regulations require. (City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. 
(2005) 35 Cal.4th 613, 618, 627). However, when the pollutant restrictions in an NPDES 
permit are more stringent than federal law requires, California Water Code section 
13263 requires that the Water Boards consider the factors described in section 13241 
as they apply to those specific restrictions. As noted in the preceding finding, the 
Regional Water Board finds that the requirements in this permit are not more stringent 
than the minimum federal requirements. Therefore, a 13241 analysis is not required for 
permit requirements that implement the effective prohibition on the discharge of non-
storm water discharges into the MS4, or for controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable, or other provisions that the 
Regional Water Board has determined appropriate to control such pollutants, as those 
requirements are mandated by federal law. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional 
Water Board has developed an economic analysis of the permit’s requirements, 
consistent with California Water Code section 13241. That analysis is provided in the 
Fact Sheet (Attachment F of this Order). 

T. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  This action to adopt an NPDES 
Permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, § 21100, et seq.) pursuant to California 
Water Code section 13389. (County of Los Angeles v. Cal. Water Boards (2006) 143 
Cal.App.4th 985.) 

U. Notification of Interested Parties.  In accordance with State and federal laws and 
regulations, the Regional Water Board has notified the Permittees and interested 
agencies and persons of its intent to prescribe waste discharge requirements for the 
discharges authorized by this Order and has provided them with an opportunity to 
provide written and oral comments. Details of notification, as well as the meetings and 
workshops held on drafts of the permit, are provided in the Fact Sheet of this Order.  

V. Consideration of Public Comment.  The Regional Water Board, in a public meeting, 
heard and considered all oral and written comments pertaining to the discharges 
authorized by this Order and the requirements contained herein.  The Regional Water 
Board has prepared written responses to all timely comments, which are incorporated 
by reference as part of this Order.  

W. This Order serves as an NPDES permit pursuant to CWA section 402 or amendments 
thereto, and becomes effective fifty (50) days after the date of its adoption, provided that 
the Regional Administrator, USEPA, Region IX, expresses no objections. 

X. This Order supersedes Order No. 01-182 as amended, except for enforcement 
purposes. 

Y. Review by the State Water Board. Any person aggrieved by this action of the 
Regional Water Board may petition the State Water Board to review the action in 
accordance with California Water Code section 13320 and California Code of 
Regulations, title 23, sections 2050 and following. The State Water Board must receive 
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the petition by 5:00 p.m., 30 days after the Regional Water Board action, except that if 
the thirtieth day following the action falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or state holiday, the 
petition must be received by the State Water Board by 5:00 p.m. on the next business 
day. Copies of the law and regulations applicable to filing petitions may be found on the 
Internet at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/public_notices/petitions/water_quality or will 
be provided upon request. 

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the Dischargers, in order to meet the 
provisions contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing with section 
13000), and regulations, plans, and policies  adopted thereunder, and the provisions of the 
Clean Water Act and regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply with the 
following requirements: 

III. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS 

A. Prohibitions – Non-Storm Water Discharges  

1. Prohibition of Non-Storm Water Discharges.  Each Permittee shall, for the portion 
of the MS4 for which it is an owner or operator, prohibit non-storm water discharges 
through the MS4 to receiving waters except where such discharges are either: 

a. Authorized non-storm water discharges separately regulated by an individual or 
general NPDES permit; 

b. Temporary non-storm water discharges authorized by USEPA3 pursuant to 
sections 104(a) or 104(b) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) that either: (i) will comply with water 
quality standards as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(“ARARs”) under section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA; or (ii) are subject to either (a) a 
written waiver of ARARs by USEPA pursuant to section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA or 
(b) a written determination by USEPA that compliance with ARARs is not 
practicable considering the exigencies of the situation pursuant to 40 CFR. 
section 300.415(j); 

c. Authorized non-storm water discharges from emergency fire fighting activities 
(i.e., flows necessary for the protection of life or property)4; 

d. Natural flows, including: 

i. Natural springs; 

ii. Flows from riparian habitats and wetlands; 

                                            
3
 These typically include short-term, high volume discharges resulting from the development or redevelopment of groundwater 
extraction wells, or USEPA or State-required compliance testing of potable water treatment plants, as part of a USEPA 
authorized groundwater remediation action under CERCLA. 

4
 Discharges from vehicle washing, building fire suppression system maintenance and testing (e.g., sprinkler line flushing), fire 
hydrant maintenance and testing, and other routine maintenance activities are not considered emergency fire fighting 
activities. 
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iii. Diverted stream flows, authorized by the State or Regional Water Board; 

iv. Uncontaminated ground water infiltration5; 

v. Rising ground waters, where ground water seepage is not otherwise covered 
by a NPDES permit6; or  

e. Conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges in accordance with Parts III.A.2 
and III.A.3 below. 

2. Conditional Exemptions from Non-Storm Water Discharge Prohibition.  The 
following categories of non-storm water discharges are conditionally exempt from 
the non-storm water discharge prohibition, provided they meet all required conditions 
specified below, or as otherwise approved by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer, in all areas regulated by this Order with the exception of direct discharges to 
Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) within Los Angeles County. 
Conditional exemptions from the prohibition on non-storm water discharges through 
the MS4 to an ASBS are identified in Part III.A.3 below. 

a. Conditionally Exempt Essential Non-Storm Water Discharges: These consist of 
those discharges that fall within one of the categories below; meet all required 
best management practices (BMPs) as specified in i. and ii. below, including 
those enumerated in the referenced BMP manuals; are essential public services 
discharge activities; and are directly or indirectly required by other state or 
federal statute and/or regulation: 

i. Discharges from essential non-emergency fire fighting activities7 provided 
appropriate BMPs are implemented based on the CAL FIRE, Office of the 
State Fire Marshal’s Water-Based Fire Protection Systems Discharge Best 
Management Practices Manual (September 2011) for water-based fire 
protection system discharges, and based on Riverside County’s Best 
Management Practices Plan for Urban Runoff Management (May 1, 2004) or 
equivalent BMP manual for fire training activities and post-emergency fire 
fighting activities; 

ii. Discharges from potable water sources, where not otherwise regulated by an 
individual or general NPDES permit8, provided appropriate BMPs are 

                                            
5
 Uncontaminated ground water infiltration is water other than waste water that enters the MS4 (including foundation drains) 
from the ground through such means as defective pipes, pipe joints, connections, or manholes. Infiltration does not include, 
and is distinguished from, inflow. (See 40 CFR § 35.2005(20).) 

6
 A NPDES permit for discharges associated with ground water dewatering is required within the Los Angeles Region.  

7
 This includes fire fighting training activities, which simulate emergency responses, and routine maintenance and testing 
activities necessary for the protection of life and property, including building fire suppression system maintenance and testing 
(e.g. sprinkler line flushing) and fire hydrant testing and maintenance. Discharges from vehicle washing are not considered 
essential and as such are not conditionally exempt from the non-storm water discharge prohibition. 

8
 Potable water distribution system releases means sources of flows from drinking water storage, supply and distribution 
systems (including flows from system failures), pressure releases, system maintenance, distribution line testing, and flushing 
and dewatering of pipes, reservoirs, and vaults, and minor non-invasive well maintenance activities not involving chemical 
addition(s) where not otherwise regulated by NPDES Permit No. CAG674001, NPDES Permit No. CAG994005, or an other 
separate NPDES permit. 
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implemented based on the American Water Works Association (California-
Nevada Section) Guidelines for the Development of Your Best Management 
Practices (BMP) Manual for Drinking Water System Releases (2005) or 
equivalent industry standard BMP manual. Additionally, each Permittee shall 
work with potable water suppliers that may discharge to the Permittee’s MS4 
to ensure: (1) notification at least 72 hours prior to a planned discharge and 
as soon as possible after an unplanned discharge; (2) monitoring of any 
pollutants of concern9 in the potable water supply release; and (3) record 
keeping by the potable water supplier for all discharges greater than one 
acre-foot.10 

b. Those discharges that fall within one of the categories below, provided that the 
discharge itself is not a source of pollutants and meets all required conditions 
specified in Table 8 or as otherwise specified or approved by the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer: 

i. Dewatering of lakes11;  

ii. Landscape irrigation; 

iii. Dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges12, where not 
otherwise regulated by a separate NPDES permit; 

iv. Dewatering of decorative fountains13; 

v. Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-profit organizations; 

vi. Street/sidewalk wash water14. 

                                            
9
 Pollutants of concern include, at a minimum, trash and debris, including organic matter, total suspended solids (TSS), and 
any pollutant for which there is a water quality-based effluent limitation in Part VI.E applicable to discharges from the MS4 to 
the receiving water. 

10
 Permittees shall require that the following information is maintained by the water supplier(s) for all discharges (planned and 
unplanned) greater than one acre-foot: name of discharger, date and time of notification (for planned discharges), method of 
notification, location of discharge, discharge pathway, receiving water, date of discharge, time of the beginning and end of 
the discharge, duration of the discharge, flow rate or velocity, total number of gallons discharged, type of dechlorination 
equipment used, type of dechlorination chemicals used, concentration of residual chlorine, type(s) of sediment controls used, 
pH of discharge, type(s) of volumetric and velocity controls used, and field and laboratory monitoring data. Records shall be 
retained for five years and made available upon request by the Permittee or Regional Water Board. 

11
 Dewatering of lakes does not include dewatering of drinking water reservoirs. Dewatering of drinking water reservoirs is 
addressed in Section III.A.2.a.ii. 

12
 Conditionally exempt dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges do not include swimming pool/spa filter 
backwash or swimming pool/spa water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, or algaecides, or any other chemicals 
including salts from pools commonly referred to as “salt water pools” in excess of applicable water quality objectives. 

13
 Conditionally exempt discharges from dewatering of decorative fountains do not include fountain water containing bacteria, 
detergents, wastes, or algaecides, or any other chemicals in excess of applicable water quality objectives. 

14
 Conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges of street/sidewalk wash water only include those discharges resulting from 
use of high pressure, low volume spray washing using only potable water with no cleaning agents at an average usage of 
0.006 gallons per square feet of sidewalk area in accordance with Regional Water Board Resolution No. 98-08. Conditionally 
exempt non-storm water discharges of street/sidewalk wash water do not include hosing of any sidewalk or street with a 
garden hose with a pressure nozzle. 
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3. Conditional Exemptions from Non-Storm Water Discharge Prohibition within 
an ASBS. The following non-storm water discharges through the MS4 to an ASBS 
are conditionally exempt pursuant to the California Ocean Plan as specified below, 
provided that: 

a. The discharges are essential for emergency response purposes, structural 
stability, slope stability or occur naturally, including the following discharges: 

i. Discharges associated with emergency fire fighting activities (i.e., flows 
necessary for the protection of life or property)15; 

ii. Foundation and footing drains; 

iii. Water from crawl space or basement pumps; 

iv. Hillside dewatering; 

v. Naturally occurring ground water seepage via a MS4; and 

vi. Non-anthropogenic flows from a naturally occurring stream via a culvert or 
MS4, as long as there are no contributions of anthropogenic runoff. 

b. The discharges fall within one of the conditionally exempt essential non-storm 
water discharge categories in Part III.A.2.a. above. 

c. Conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges shall not cause or contribute16 
to an exceedance of applicable receiving water limitations and/or water quality-
based effluent limitations in this Order or the water quality objectives in Chapter II 
of the Ocean Plan, or alter natural ocean water quality in an ASBS. 

4. Permittee Requirements.  Each Permittee shall: 

a. Develop and implement procedures to ensure that a discharger, if not a 
named Permittee in this Order, fulfills the following for non-storm water 
discharges to the Permittee’s MS4: 

i. Notifies the Permittee of the planned discharge in advance, consistent 
with requirements in Table 8 or recommendations pursuant to the 
applicable BMP manual;  

ii. Obtains any local permits required by the MS4 owner(s) and/or 
operator(s);  

                                            
15

 See note 4. 
16

 Based on the water quality characteristics of the conditionally exempt non-storm water discharge itself. 
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iii. Provides documentation that it has obtained any other necessary permits 
or water quality certifications17 for the discharge;  

iv. Conducts monitoring of the discharge, if required by the Permittee;  

v. Implements BMPs and/or control measures as specified in Table 8 or in 
the applicable BMP manual(s) as a condition of the approval to discharge 
into the Permittee’s MS4; and  

vi. Maintains records of its discharge to the MS4, consistent with 
requirements in Table 8 or recommendations pursuant to the applicable 
BMP manual. 

b. Develop and implement procedures that minimize the discharge of landscape 
irrigation water into the MS4 by promoting conservation programs. 

i. Permittees shall coordinate with the local water purveyor(s), where 
applicable, to promote landscape water use efficiency requirements for 
existing landscaping, use of drought tolerant, native vegetation, and the 
use of less toxic options for pest control and landscape management.  

ii. Permittees shall develop and implement a coordinated outreach and 
education program to minimize the discharge of irrigation water and 
pollutants associated with irrigation water consistent with Part VI.D.4.c of 
this Order (Public Information and Participation Program). 

c. Evaluate monitoring data collected pursuant to the Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MRP) of this Order (Attachment E), and any other associated data 
or information, and determine whether any of the authorized or conditionally 
exempt non-storm water discharges identified in Parts III.A.1, III.A.2, and 
III.A.3 above are a source of pollutants that may be causing or contributing to 
an exceedance of applicable receiving water limitations in Part V and/or water 
quality-based effluent limitations in Part VI.E. To evaluate monitoring data, the 
Permittee shall either use applicable interim or final water quality-based 
effluent limitations for the pollutant or, if there are no applicable interim or final 
water quality-based effluent limitations for the pollutant, use applicable action 
levels provided in Attachment G. Based on non-storm water outfall-based 
monitoring as implemented through the MRP, if monitoring data show 
exceedances of applicable water quality-based effluent limitations or action 
levels, the Permittee shall take further action to determine whether the 
discharge is causing or contributing to exceedances of receiving water 
limitations in Part V. 

d. If the Permittee determines that any of the conditionally exempt non-storm 
water discharges identified in Part III.A.2.b above is a source of pollutants that 
causes or contributes to an exceedance of applicable receiving water 

                                            
17

 Pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act § 401. 
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limitations and/or water quality-based effluent limitations, the Permittee(s) 
shall report its findings to the Regional Water Board in its annual report.  
Based on this determination, the Permittee(s) shall also either: 

i. Effectively prohibit18 the non-storm water discharge to the MS4; or 

ii. Impose conditions in addition to those in Table 8, subject to approval by 
the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, on the non-storm water 
discharge such that it will not be a source of pollutants; or 

iii. Provide for diversion of the non-storm water discharge to the sanitary 
sewer; or 

iv. Provide treatment of the non-storm water discharge prior to discharge to 
the receiving water. 

e. If the Permittee determines that any of the authorized or conditionally exempt 
essential non-storm water discharges identified in Parts III.A.1.a through 
III.A.1.c, III.A.2.a, or III.A.3 above is a source of pollutants that causes or 
contributes to an exceedance of applicable receiving water limitations and/or 
water quality-based effluent limitations, the Permittee shall notify the Regional 
Water Board within 30 days if the non-storm water discharge is an authorized 
discharge with coverage under a separate NPDES permit or authorized by 
USEPA under CERCLA in the manner provided in Part III.A.1.b above, or a 
conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge or emergency non-
storm water discharge. 

f. If the Permittee prohibits the discharge from the MS4, as per Part III.A.4.d.i, 
then the Permittee shall implement procedures developed under Part VI.D.9 
(Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges Elimination Program) in order to 
eliminate the discharge to the MS4. 

5. If a Permittee demonstrates that the water quality characteristics of a specific 
authorized or conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge resulted 
in an exceedance of applicable receiving water limitations and/or water quality-
based effluent limitations during a specific sampling event, the Permittee shall 
not be found in violation of applicable receiving water limitations and/or water 
quality-based effluent limitations for that specific sampling event. Such 
demonstration must be based on source specific water quality monitoring data 
from the authorized or conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge 
and other relevant information regarding the specific non-storm water discharge 
as identified in Table 8. 

6. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, based 
on an evaluation of monitoring data and other relevant information for specific 

                                            
18

 To “effectively prohibit” means to not allow the non-storm water discharge through the MS4 unless the discharger obtains 
coverage under a separate NPDES permit prior to discharge to the MS4. 
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categories of non-storm water discharges, may modify a category or remove 
categories of conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges from Parts III.A.2 
and III.A.3 above if the Executive Officer determines that a discharge category is 
a source of pollutants that causes or contributes to an exceedance of applicable 
receiving water limitations and/or water quality-based effluent limitations, or may 
require that a discharger obtain coverage under a separate individual or general 
State or Regional Water Board permit for a non-storm water discharge. 
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Table 8.  Required Conditions for Conditionally Exempt Non-Storm Water Discharges 

Discharge 
Category 

General Conditions 
Under Which 
Discharge Through 
the MS4 is Allowed 

Conditions/BMPs that are Required to be Implemented Prior to Discharge Through the MS4 

All Discharge 
Categories 

See discharge specific 
conditions below. 

Segregate conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges from potential sources of pollutants 
to prevent introduction of pollutants to the MS4 and receiving water. 

Whenever there is a discharge of one acre-foot or more into the MS4, the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District shall require advance notification by the discharger to the potentially 
affected MS4 Permittees, including at a minimum the District and the Permittee with jurisdiction 
over the land area from which the discharge originates.  

Dewatering of lakes 

Discharge allowed 
only if all necessary 
permits/water quality 
certifications for 
dredge and fill 
activities, including 
water diversions, are 
obtained prior to 
discharge. 

Ensure procedures for advanced notification by the lake owner / operator to the Permittee(s) no 
less than 72 hours prior to the planned discharge. 

Immediately prior to discharge, visible trash on the shoreline or on the surface of the lake shall be 
removed and disposed of in a legal manner. 

Immediately prior to discharge, the discharge pathway, the MS4 inlet to which the discharge is 
directed, and the MS4 outlet from which the water will be discharged to the receiving water, shall 
be inspected and cleaned out. 

Discharges shall be volumetrically and velocity controlled to minimize resuspension of sediments. 

Measures shall be taken to stabilize lake bottom sediments. 

Ensure procedures for water quality monitoring for pollutants of concern
19

 in the lake. 

Ensure record-keeping of lake dewatering by the lake owner / operator.
20

 

                                            
19

 Pollutants of concern include, at a minimum, trash and debris, including organic matter, TSS, and any pollutant for which there is a water quality-based effluent limitation 
in Part VI.E for the lake and/or receiving water. 

20
 Permittees shall require that the following information is maintained by the lake owner / operator: name of discharger, date and time of notification, method of notification, 
location of discharge, discharge pathway, receiving water, date of discharge, time of the beginning and end of the discharge, duration of the discharge, flow rate or 
velocity, total number of gallons discharged, type(s) of sediment controls used, pH of discharge, type(s) of volumetric and velocity controls used, and field and laboratory 
monitoring data. Records shall be made available upon request by the Permittee or Regional Water Board. 
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Landscape irrigation 
using potable water 

Discharge allowed if 
runoff due to potable 
landscape irrigation is 
minimized through the 
implementation of an 
ordinance specifying 
water efficient 
landscaping 
standards, as well as 
an outreach and 
education program 
focusing on water 
conservation and 
landscape water use 
efficiency. 

Implement BMPs to minimize runoff and prevent introduction of pollutants to the MS4 and 
receiving water. 

Implement water conservation programs to minimize discharge by using less water. 

Landscape irrigation 
using reclaimed or 
recycled water 

Discharge of 
reclaimed or recycled 
water runoff from 
landscape irrigation is 
allowed if the 
discharge is in 
compliance with the 
producer and 
distributor operations 
and management 
(O&M) plan, and all 
relevant portions 
thereof, including the 
Irrigation Management 
Plan. 

Discharges must comply with applicable O&M Plans, and all relevant portions thereof, including 
the Irrigation Management Plan. 
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Dechlorinated/ 
debrominated 
swimming pool/spa 
discharges 

Discharges allowed 
after implementation 
of specified BMPs. 

Pool or spa water 
containing copper-
based algaecides is 
not allowed to be 
discharged to the 
MS4. 

Discharges of cleaning 
waste water and filter 
backwash allowed 
only if authorized by a 
separate NPDES 
permit. 

Implement BMPs and segregate discharge from potential sources of pollutants to prevent 
introduction of pollutants prior to discharge to the MS4 and receiving water. 

Swimming pool water must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding time, aeration, and/or 
sodium thiosulfate. Chlorine residual in the discharge shall not exceed 0.1 mg/L. 

Swimming pool water shall not contain any detergents, wastes, or algaecides, or any other 
chemicals including salts from pools commonly referred to as “salt water pools” in excess of 
applicable water quality objectives.

21
  

Swimming pool discharges are to be pH adjusted, if necessary, and be within the range of 6.5 and 
8.5 standard units. 

Swimming pool discharges shall be volumetrically and velocity controlled to promote evaporation 
and/or infiltration. 

Ensure procedures for advanced notification by the pool owner to the Permittee(s) at least 72 
hours prior to planned discharge for discharges of one acre-foot or more. 

Immediately prior to discharge, the discharge pathway, the MS4 inlet to which the discharge is 
directed, and the MS4 outlet from which the water will be discharged to the receiving water, shall 
be inspected and cleaned out. 

Dewatering of 
decorative fountains 

Discharges allowed 
after implementation 
of specified BMPs. 

Fountain water 
containing copper-
based algaecides may 
not be discharged to 
the MS4. 

Fountain water 
containing dyes my 
not be discharged to 
the MS4. 

Implement BMPs and segregate discharge from potential sources of pollutants to prevent 
introduction of pollutants prior to discharge to the MS4 and receiving water. 

Fountain water must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding time, aeration, and/or 
sodium thiosulfate. Chlorine residual in the discharge shall not exceed 0.1 mg/L. 

Fountain discharges are to be pH adjusted, if necessary, and be within the range of 6.5 and 8.5 
standard units. 

Fountain discharges shall be volumetrically and velocity controlled to promote evaporation and/or 
infiltration. 

Ensure procedures for advanced notification by the fountain owner to the Permittee(s) at least 72 
hours prior to planned discharge for discharges of one acre-foot or more. 

Immediately prior to discharge, the discharge pathway, the MS4 inlet to which the discharge is 
directed, and the MS4 outlet from which the water will be discharged to the receiving water, shall 
be inspected and cleaned out. 

                                            
21

 Applicable mineral water quality objectives for surface waters are contained in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties. 
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Non-commercial car 
washing by 
residents or by non-
profit organizations 

Discharges allowed 
after implementation 
of specified BMPs. 

Implement BMPs and segregate discharge from potential sources of pollutants to prevent 
introduction of pollutants prior to discharge to the MS4 and receiving water. 

Minimize the amount of water used by employing water conservation practices such as turning off 
nozzles or kinking the hose when not spraying a car, and using a low volume pressure washer. 

Encourage use of biodegradable, phosphate free detergents and non-toxic cleaning products. 

Where possible, wash cars on a permeable surface where wash water can percolate into the 
ground (e.g. gravel or grassy areas). 

Empty buckets of soapy or rinse water into the sanitary sewer system (e.g., sinks or toilets). 

Street/sidewalk 
wash water 

Discharges allowed 
after implementation 
of specified BMPs. 

Sweeping should be used as an alternate BMP whenever possible and sweepings should be 
disposed of in the trash. 

BMPs shall be in accordance with Regional Water Board Resolution No. 98-08 that requires: 1) 
removal of trash, debris, and free standing oil/grease spills/leaks (use absorbent material if 
necessary) from the area before washing and 2) use of high pressure, low volume spray washing 
using only potable water with no cleaning agents at an average usage of 0.006 gallons per square 
feet of sidewalk area. In areas of unsanitary conditions (e.g., areas where the congregation of 
transient populations can reasonably be expected to result in a significant threat to water quality), 
whenever practicable, Permittees shall collect and divert street and alley wash water from the 
Permittee’s street and sidewalk cleaning public agency activities to the sanitary sewer. 
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IV. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS  

A. Effluent Limitations 

1. Technology Based Effluent Limitations: Each Permittee shall reduce pollutants in 
storm water discharges from the MS4 to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). 

2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs). This Order establishes 
WQBELs consistent with the assumptions and requirements of all available TMDL 
waste load allocations assigned to discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4.   

a. Each Permittee shall comply with applicable WQBELs as set forth in Part VI.E of 
this Order, pursuant to applicable compliance schedules.  

B. Land Discharge Specifications – Not Applicable 

C. Reclamation Specifications – Not Applicable 

V.  RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS  

A. Receiving Water Limitations  

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of receiving water 
limitations are prohibited. 

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee 
is responsible22, shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance. 

3. The Permittees shall comply with Parts V.A.1 and V.A.2 through timely 
implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in the 
discharges in accordance with the storm water management program and its 
components and other requirements of this Order including any modifications. The 
storm water management program and its components shall be designed to achieve 
compliance with receiving water limitations. If exceedances of receiving water 
limitations persist, notwithstanding implementation of the storm water management 
program and its components and other requirements of this Order, the Permittee 
shall assure compliance with discharge prohibitions and receiving water limitations 
by complying with the following procedure: 

a. Upon a determination by either the Permittee or the Regional Water Board that 
discharges from the MS4 are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an 
applicable Receiving Water Limitation, the Permittee shall promptly notify23 and 
thereafter submit an Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report (as described in 
the Program Reporting Requirements, Part XVIII.A.5 of the Monitoring and 
Reporting Program) to the Regional Water Board for approval. The Integrated 

                                            
22

 Pursuant to 40 CFR § 122.26(a)(3)(vi), a Permittee is only responsible for discharges of storm water and non-storm water 
from the MS4 for which it is an owner or operator. 

23
 Within 30 days of receipt of analytical results from the sampling event. 

RB-AR3600



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 38 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Monitoring Compliance shall describe the BMPs that are currently being 
implemented by the Permittee and additional BMPs, including modifications to 
current BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any pollutants that 
are causing or contributing to the exceedances of receiving water limitations. The 
Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report shall include an implementation 
schedule. This Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report shall be incorporated in 
the annual Storm Water Report unless the Regional Water Board directs an 
earlier submittal. The Regional Water Board may require modifications to the 
Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report. 

b. The Permittee shall submit any modifications to the Integrated Monitoring 
Compliance Report required by the Regional Water Board within 30 days of 
notification. 

c. Within 30 days following the Regional Water Board Executive Officer’s approval 
of the Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report, the Permittee shall revise the 
storm water management program and its components and monitoring program 
to incorporate the approved modified BMPs that have been and will be 
implemented, an implementation schedule, and any additional monitoring 
required. 

d. The Permittee shall implement the revised storm water management program 
and its components and monitoring program according to the approved 
implementation schedule. 

4. So long as the Permittee has complied with the procedures set forth in Part V.A.3. 
above and is implementing the revised storm water management program and its 
components, the Permittee does not have to repeat the same procedure for 
continuing or recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless 
directed by the Regional Water Board to modify current BMPs or develop additional 
BMPs. 

B. Ground Water Limitations – Not Applicable 

VI. PROVISIONS 

A. Standard Provisions  

1. Federal Standard Provisions.  Each Permittee shall comply with all Standard 
Provisions included in Attachment D of this Order, in accordance with 40 CFR 
sections 122.41 and 122.42. 

2. Legal Authority 

a. Each Permittee must establish and maintain adequate legal authority, within its 
respective jurisdiction, to control pollutant discharges into and from its MS4 
through ordinance, statute, permit, contract or similar means. This legal authority 
must, at a minimum, authorize or enable the Permittee to: 
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i. Control the contribution of pollutants to its MS4 from storm water discharges 
associated with industrial and construction activity and control the quality of 
storm water discharged from industrial and construction sites. This 
requirement applies both to industrial and construction sites with coverage 
under an NPDES permit, as well as to those sites that do not have coverage 
under an NPDES permit. Grading ordinances must be updated and 
enforced as necessary to comply with this Order; 

ii. Prohibit all non-storm water discharges not otherwise authorized or 
conditionally exempt pursuant to Part III.A; 

iii. Prohibit and eliminate illicit discharges and illicit connections to the MS4;  

iv. Control the discharge of spills, dumping, or disposal of materials other than 
storm water to its MS4; 

v. Require compliance with conditions in Permittee ordinances, permits, 
contracts or orders (i.e., hold dischargers to its MS4 accountable for their 
contributions of pollutants and flows); 

vi. Utilize enforcement mechanisms to require compliance with applicable 
ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders; 

vii. Control the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the shared MS4 to 
another portion of the MS4 through interagency agreements among Co-
permittees; 

viii. Control of the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the shared MS4 
to another portion of the MS4 through interagency agreements with other 
owners of the MS4 such as the State of California Department of 
Transportation; 

ix. Carry out all inspections, surveillance, and monitoring procedures 
necessary to determine compliance and noncompliance with applicable 
municipal ordinances, permits, contracts and orders, and with the provisions 
of this Order, including the prohibition of non-storm water discharges into 
the MS4 and receiving waters. This means the Permittee must have 
authority to enter, monitor, inspect, take measurements, review and copy 
records, and require regular reports from entities discharging into its MS4; 

x. Require the use of control measures to prevent or reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to achieve water quality standards/receiving water limitations;  

xi. Require that structural BMPs are properly operated and maintained; and 

xii. Require documentation on the operation and maintenance of structural 
BMPs and their effectiveness in reducing the discharge of pollutants to the 
MS4. 
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b. Each Permittee must submit a statement certified by its chief legal counsel that 
the Permittee has the legal authority within its jurisdiction to implement and 
enforce each of the requirements contained in 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A-F) and 
this Order. Each Permittee shall submit this certification annually as part of its 
Annual Report. These statements must include: 

i. Citation of applicable municipal ordinances or other appropriate legal 
authorities and their relationship to the requirements of 40 CFR § 
122.26(d)(2)(i)(A)-(F) and of this Order; and 

ii. Identification of the local administrative and legal procedures available to 
mandate compliance with applicable municipal ordinances identified in 
subsection (i) above and therefore with the conditions of this Order, and a 
statement as to whether enforcement actions can be completed 
administratively or whether they must be commenced and completed in the 
judicial system. 

3. Fiscal Resources  

a. Each Permittee shall exercise its full authority to secure the fiscal resources 
necessary to meet all requirements of this Order. 

b. Each Permittee shall include in its Annual Report a description of the source(s) of 
funds used in the past year, and proposed for the coming year, to meet 
necessary expenditures on the Permittee’s storm water management program. 

c. Each Permittee shall conduct a fiscal analysis of the annual capital and operation 
and maintenance expenditures necessary to implement the requirements of this 
Order. Each Permittee shall submit its fiscal analysis with its Report of Waste 
Discharge. 

4. Responsibilities of the Permittees 

a. Each Permittee is required to comply with the requirements of this Order 
applicable to discharges within its boundaries. Permittees are not responsible for 
the implementation of the provisions applicable to other Permittees. Each 
Permittee shall: 

i. Comply with the requirements of this Order and any modifications thereto. 

ii. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as necessary, to 
facilitate the implementation of the requirements of this Order applicable to 
such Permittees in an efficient and cost-effective manner.  

iii. Participate in intra-agency coordination (e.g. Planning Department, Fire 
Department, Building and Safety, Code Enforcement, Public Health, Parks 
and Recreation, and others) and inter-agency coordination (e.g. co-

RB-AR3603



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 41 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Permittees, other NPDES permittees) necessary to successfully implement 
the provisions of this Order. 

5. Public Review 

a. All documents submitted to the Regional Water Board in compliance with the 
terms and conditions of this Order shall be made available to members of the 
public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. § 552 (as amended)) 
and the Public Records Act (Cal. Government Code  § 6250 et seq.). 
 

b. All documents submitted to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer for 
approval shall be made available to the public for a 30-day period to allow for 
public comment. 

 
6. Regional Water Board Review 

Any formal determination or approval made by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer pursuant to the provisions of this Order may be reviewed by the 
Regional Water Board. A Permittee(s) or a member of the public may request 
such review upon petition within 30 days of the effective date of the notification of 
such decision to the Permittee(s) and interested parties on file at the Regional 
Water Board. 
 

7. Reopener and Modification 

a. This Order may be modified, revoked, reissued, or terminated in accordance with 
the provisions of 40 CFR sections 122.44, 122.62, 122.63, 122.64, 124.5, 
125.62, and 125.64. Causes for taking such actions include, but are not limited 
to:  

i. Endangerment to human health or the environment resulting from the 
permitted activity, including information that the discharge(s) regulated by this 
Order may have the potential to cause or contribute to adverse impacts on 
water quality and/or beneficial uses; 

ii. Acquisition of newly-obtained information that would have justified the 
application of different conditions if known at the time of Order adoption; 

iii. To address changed conditions identified in required reports or other sources 
deemed significant by the Regional Water Board;  

iv. To incorporate provisions as a result of future amendments to the Basin Plan, 
such as a new or revised water quality objective or the adoption or 
reconsideration of a TMDL; 

v. To incorporate provisions as a result of new or amended statewide water 
quality control plans or policies adopted by the State Water Board;   
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vi.   To incorporate provisions as a result of the promulgation of new or amended 
federal or state laws or regulations, USEPA guidance concerning regulated 
activities, or judicial decisions that becomes effective after adoption of this 
Order.   

vii. To incorporate effluent limitations for toxic constituents determined to be 
present in significant amount in the discharge through a more comprehensive 
monitoring program included as part of this Order and based on the results of 
the reasonable potential analysis; and/or 

viii. In accordance with the provisions set forth in 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, 
to include requirements for the implementation of the watershed management 
approach or to include new Minimum Levels (MLs). 

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

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

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

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

c. The filing of a request by a Permittee for a modification, revocation and 
reissuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated 
noncompliance does not stay any condition of this Order. 

d. This Order may be modified to make corrections or allowances for changes in the 
permitted activity, following the procedures at 40 CFR section 122.63, if 
processed as a minor modification. Minor modifications may only: 

i. Correct typographical errors; or 

ii. Require more frequent monitoring or reporting by a Permittee. 

8. Any discharge of waste to any point(s) other than specifically described in this Order 
is prohibited, and constitutes a violation of this Order.   

9. A copy of this Order shall be maintained by each Permittee so as to be available 
during normal business hours to Permittee employees responsible for 
implementation of the provisions of this Order and members of the public. 

10. The discharge of any product registered under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act to any waste stream that may ultimately be released to waters 
of the United States, is prohibited, unless specifically authorized elsewhere in this 
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Order or another NPDES permit.  This requirement is not applicable to products 
used for lawn and agricultural purposes. 

11. The discharge of any waste resulting from the combustion of toxic or hazardous 
wastes to any waste stream that ultimately discharges to waters of the United States 
is prohibited, unless specifically authorized elsewhere in this Order. 

12. Oil or oily material, chemicals, refuse, or other pollutionable materials shall not be 
stored or deposited in areas where they may be picked up by rainfall and carried off 
of the property and/or discharged to surface waters.  Any such spill of such materials 
shall be contained and removed immediately.   

13. If there is any storage of hazardous or toxic materials or hydrocarbons at a facility 
owned and/or operated by a Permittee and if the facility is not manned at all times, a 
24-hour emergency response telephone number shall be prominently posted where 
it can easily be read from the outside. 

14. Enforcement 

a. Violation of any of the provisions of this Order may subject the violator to any of 
the penalties described herein or in Attachment D of this Order, or any 
combination thereof, at the discretion of the prosecuting authority; except that 
only one kind of penalty may be applied for each kind of violation.  

b. Failure to comply with provisions or requirements of this Order, or violation of 
other applicable laws or regulations governing discharges through the MS4 to 
receiving waters, may subject a Permittee to administrative or civil liabilities, 
criminal penalties, and/or other enforcement remedies to ensure compliance.  
Additionally, certain violations may subject a Permittee to civil or criminal 
enforcement from appropriate local, state, or federal law enforcement entities. 

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

d. California Water Code section 13385(h)(1) requires the Regional Water Board to 
assess a mandatory minimum penalty of three-thousand dollars ($3,000) for 
each serious violation. Pursuant to California Water Code section 13385(h)(2), a 
“serious violation” is defined as any waste discharge that violates the effluent 
limitations contained in the applicable waste discharge requirements for a Group 
II pollutant by 20 percent or more, or for a Group I pollutant by 40 percent or 
more. Appendix A of 40 CFR section 123.45 specifies the Group I and II 
pollutants. Pursuant to California Water Code section 13385.1(a)(1), a “serious 
violation” is also defined as “a failure to file a discharge monitoring report 

RB-AR3606



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 44 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

required pursuant to Section 13383 for each complete period of 30 days following 
the deadline for submitting the report, if the report is designed to ensure 
compliance with limitations contained in waste discharge requirements that 
contain effluent limitations.” 

e. California Water Code section 13385(i) requires the Regional Water Board to 
assess a mandatory minimum penalty of three-thousand dollars ($3,000) for 
each violation whenever a person violates a waste discharge requirement 
effluent limitation in any period of six consecutive months, except that the 
requirement to assess the mandatory minimum penalty shall not be applicable to 
the first three violations within that time period.    

f. Pursuant to California Water Code section 13385.1(d), for the purposes of 
section 13385.1 and subdivisions (h), (i), and (j) of section 13385, “effluent 
limitation” means a numeric restriction or a numerically expressed narrative 
restriction, on the quantity, discharge rate, concentration, or toxicity units of a 
pollutant or pollutants that may be discharged from an authorized location. An 
effluent limitation may be final or interim, and may be expressed as a prohibition. 
An effluent limitation, for these purposes, does not include a receiving water 
limitation, a compliance schedule, or a best management practice.  

g. Unlike subdivision (c) of California Water Code section 13385, where violations 
of effluent limitations may be assessed administrative civil liability on a per day 
basis, the mandatory minimum penalties provisions identified above require the 
Regional Water Board to assess mandatory minimum penalties for “each 
violation” of an effluent limitation. Some water quality-based effluent limitations in 
Attachments L through R of this Order (e.g., trash, as described immediately 
below) are expressed as annual effluent limitations.  Therefore, for such 
limitations, there can be no more than one violation of each interim or final 
effluent limitation per year.  

h. Trash TMDLs.  

i. Consistent with the 2009 amendments to Order No. 01-182 to incorporate the 
Los Angeles River Trash TMDL, the water quality-based effluent limitations in 
Attachments L through R of this Order for trash are expressed as annual 
effluent limitations. Therefore, for such limitations, there can be no more than 
one violation of each interim or final effluent limitation per year. Trash is 
considered a Group I pollutant, as specified in Appendix A to 40 CFR section 
123.45. Therefore, each annual violation of a trash effluent limitation in 
Attachments L through R of this Order by forty percent or more would be 
considered a “serious violation” under California Water Code section 
13385(h). With respect to the final effluent limitation of zero trash, any 
detectable discharge of trash necessarily is a serious violation, in accordance 
with the State Water Board’s Enforcement Policy. Violations of the effluent 
limitations in Attachments L through R of this Order would not constitute 
“chronic” violations that would give rise to mandatory liability under California 
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Water Code section 13385(i) because four or more violations of the effluent 
limitations subject to a mandatory penalty cannot occur in a period of six 
consecutive months.  

ii. For the purposes of enforcement under California Water Code section 13385, 
subdivisions (a), (b), and (c), not every storm event may result in trash 
discharges. In trash TMDLs adopted by the Regional Water Board, the 
Regional Water Board states that improperly deposited trash is mobilized 
during storm events of greater than 0.25 inches of precipitation. Therefore, 
violations of the effluent limitations are limited to the days of a storm event of 
greater than 0.25 inches. Once a Permittee has violated the annual effluent 
limitation, any subsequent discharges of trash during any day of a storm 
event of greater than 0.25 inches during the same storm year constitutes an 
additional “day in which the violation [of the effluent limitation] occurs”. 

15. This Order does not exempt any Permittee from compliance with any other laws, 
regulations, or ordinances that may be applicable. 

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

B. Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) Requirements  

Dischargers shall comply with the MRP and future revisions thereto, in Attachment E of 
this Order. 

C. Watershed Management Programs 

1. General 

a. The purpose of this Part VI.C is to allow Permittees the flexibility to develop 
Watershed Management Programs to implement the requirements of this Order 
on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and 
BMPs. 

b. Participation in a Watershed Management Program is voluntary and allows a 
Permittee to customize the requirements in Part VI.D (Minimum Control 
Measures) to address the highest watershed priorities, including achieving 
compliance with the requirements of Part VI.E (Total Maximum Daily Load 
Provisions) and Attachments L through R. 

c. Customized strategies, control measures, and BMPs shall be implemented on a 
watershed basis, where applicable, through each Permittee’s storm water 
management program and/or collectively by all participating Permittees through 
a Watershed Management Program. 

RB-AR3608



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 46 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

d. The goal of the Watershed Management Programs is to ensure that discharges 
from the Los Angeles County MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R, (ii) do not cause 
or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations in Parts V.A and 
VI.E and Attachments L through R, and (iii) do not cause exceedances of non-
storm water action levels in Attachment G. 

e. Watershed Management Programs shall be developed using the Regional 
Water Board’s Watershed Management Areas (WMAs). Where appropriate, 
WMAs may be separated into subwatersheds to focus water quality 
prioritization and implementation efforts by receiving water. 

f. Each Watershed Management Program shall: 

i. Prioritize water quality issues resulting from storm water and non-storm 
water discharges from the MS4 to receiving waters within each WMA, 

ii. Identify and implement strategies, control measures, and BMPs to achieve 
applicable water quality-based effluent limitations, receiving water 
limitations, and/or non-storm water action levels consistent with 
corresponding compliance schedules in this Order, 

iii. Execute an integrated monitoring program and assessment program 
pursuant to the Attachment E – MRP, Part IV to determine progress towards 
achieving applicable limitations and/or action levels in Attachment G, and 

iv. Revise strategies, control measures, and BMPs as necessary to maintain 
progress towards achieving applicable limitations and/or action levels in 
Attachment G. 

2. Process 

a. Timelines for Implementation 

i. Each Permittee shall ensure implementation of the following requirements 
per the schedule specified in Table 9 below: 

Table 9. Watershed Management Program Implementation Requirements 

Part Provision Due Date 

VI.C.2.b Notify Regional Water Board of 
intent to develop Watershed 
Management Program 

6 months after Order effective 
date 

VI.C.2.b Submit draft plan to Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer 

1 year after Order effective date 
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VI.C.2.c Submit final plan to Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer 

3 months after receipt of 
Regional Water Board 
comments on draft plan 

VI.C.4 Begin implementation of 
Watershed Management 
Program 

Upon submittal of final plan 

VI.C.6.a.ii Evaluation of Watershed 
Management Program and 
submittal of revisions to plan 

Annually, beginning in 2015 

 

b. Permittees that elect to develop a Watershed Management Program must 
notify the Regional Water Board no later than six months after the effective 
date of this Order. 

c. Permittees that elect to develop a Watershed Management Program shall 
submit a draft plan to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer no later than 
1 year after the effective date of this Order. 

d. Permittees that do not elect to develop a Watershed Management Program 
shall be subject to the baseline requirements in Part VI.D and shall 
demonstrate compliance with applicable interim water quality-based effluent 
limitations in Part VI.E pursuant to subparts VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3). 

3. Program Development 

a. Identification of Water Quality Priorities 

Permittees shall identify the water quality priorities within each WMA that will be 
addressed by the Watershed Management Program. At a minimum, these 
priorities shall include achieving applicable water quality-based effluent 
limitations and/or receiving water limitations established pursuant to TMDLs, as 
set forth in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R of this Order. 

i. Water Quality Characterization. Each plan shall include an evaluation of 
existing water quality conditions, including characterization of storm water 
and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 and receiving water quality, 
to support identification and prioritization/sequencing of management 
actions. 

ii. Water Body-Pollutant Classification. On the basis of the evaluation of 
existing water quality conditions, water body-pollutant combinations shall be 
classified into one of the following three categories: 

(1) Category 1 (Highest Priority):  Water body-pollutant combinations for 
which water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
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limitations are established in Part VI.E and Attachments L through R of 
this Order. 

(2) Category 2 (High Priority):  Pollutants for which data indicate water 
quality impairment in the receiving water according to the State’s 
Water Quality Control Policy for Developing California’s Clean Water 
Act Section 303(d) List (State Listing Policy). 

(3) Category 3 (Medium Priority):  Pollutants for which there are 
insufficient data to indicate water quality impairment in the receiving 
water according to the State’s Listing Policy, but which exceed 
applicable water quality standards. 

iii. Source Assessment.  Utilizing existing information, potential sources within 
the watershed for the water body-pollutant combinations in Categories 1 
and 2 shall be identified. 

(1) Permittees shall identify known and suspected storm water and non-
storm water pollutant sources in discharges to the MS4 and from the 
MS4 to receiving waters and any other stressors related to MS4 
discharges causing or contributing to the highest water quality priorities 
(Categories 1 and 2).  The identification of known and suspected 
sources of the highest water quality priorities shall consider the 
following: 

(a) Review of available data, including but not limited to: 

(i) Findings from the Permittees’ Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharge Elimination Programs; 

(ii) Findings from the Permittees’ Industrial/Commercial 
Facilities Programs; 

(iii) Findings from the Permittees’ Development Construction 
Programs; 

(iv) Findings from the Permittees’ Public Agency Activities 
Programs; 

(v) TMDL source investigations; 

(vi) Watershed model results; 

(vii) Findings from the Permittees’ monitoring programs, including 
but not limited to TMDL compliance monitoring and receiving 
water monitoring; and 

RB-AR3611



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 49 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

(viii) Any other pertinent data, information, or studies related to 
pollutant sources and conditions that contribute to the 
highest water quality priorities. 

(b) Locations of the Permittees’ MS4s, including, at a minimum, all 
MS4 major outfalls and major structural controls for storm water 
and non-storm water that discharge to receiving waters. 

(c) Other known and suspected sources of pollutants in non-storm 
water or storm water discharges from the MS4 to receiving waters 
within the WMA. 

iv. Prioritization. Based on the findings of the source assessment, the issues 
within each watershed shall be prioritized and sequenced. Watershed 
priorities shall include at a minimum: 

(1) TMDLs 

(a) Controlling pollutants for which there are water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with interim 
or final compliance deadlines within the permit term, or TMDL 
compliance deadlines that have already passed and limitations 
have not been achieved. 

(b) Controlling pollutants for which there are water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with interim 
or final compliance deadlines between September 6, 2012 and 
October 25, 2017. 

(2) Other Receiving Water Considerations 

(a) Controlling pollutants for which data indicate impairment in the 
receiving water and the findings from the source assessment 
implicates discharges from the MS4 shall be considered the 
second highest priority. 

b. Selection of Watershed Control Measures 

i. Permittees shall identify strategies, control measures, and BMPs to 
implement through their individual storm water management programs, and 
collectively on a watershed scale, with the goal of creating an efficient 
program to focus individual and collective resources on watershed priorities.   

ii. The objectives of the Watershed Control Measures shall include: 

(1) Prevent or eliminate non-storm water discharges to the MS4 that are a 
source of pollutants from the MS4 to receiving waters. 
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(2) Implement pollutant controls necessary to achieve all applicable 
interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations pursuant to corresponding compliance 
schedules. 

(3) Ensure that discharges from the MS4 do not cause or contribute to 
exceedances of receiving water limitations. 

iii. Watershed Control Measures may include: 

(1) Structural and/or non-structural controls and operation and 
maintenance procedures that are designed to achieve applicable water 
quality-based effluent limitations, receiving water limitations in Part 
VI.E and/or Attachments L through R; 

(2) Retrofitting areas of existing development known or suspected to 
contribute to the highest water quality priorities with regional or sub-
regional controls or management measures; and 

(3) Stream and/or habitat rehabilitation or restoration projects where 
stream and/or habitat rehabilitation or restoration are necessary for, or 
will contribute to demonstrable improvements in the physical, chemical, 
and biological receiving water conditions and restoration and/or 
protection of water quality standards in receiving waters. 

iv. The following provisions of this Order shall be incorporated as part of the 
Watershed Management Program: 

(1) Minimum Control Measures.   

(a) Permittees shall assess the minimum control measures (MCMs) 
as defined in Part VI.D.4 to Part VI.D.9 of this Order to identify 
opportunities for focusing resources on the high priority issues in 
each watershed.  For each of the following minimum control 
measures, Permittees shall identify potential modifications that 
will address watershed priorities: 

(i) Planning and Land Development Program  

(ii) Development Construction Program 

(iii) Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program   

(iv) Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharges Detection and 
Elimination Program 

(v) Public Agency Activities Program   

(vi) Public Information and Participation Program  
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(b) At a minimum, the Watershed Management Program shall include 
management programs consistent with 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)-(D). 

(c) If the Permittee(s) elects to eliminate a control measure identified 
in Part VI.D.4 to Part VI.D.9, the Permittee(s) shall provide a 
justification for its elimination. 

(d) Such customized actions, once approved as part of the 
Watershed Management Program, shall replace in part or in 
whole the requirements in Part VI.D.4 to Part VI.D.9 for 
participating Permittees. 

(2) Non-Storm Water Discharge Measures.  Where Permittees identify 
non-storm water discharges from the MS4 as a source of pollutants in 
the source assessment, the Watershed Control Measures shall include 
strategies, control measures, and/or BMPs that must be implemented 
to effectively eliminate the source of pollutants consistent with Parts 
III.A and VI.D.9. These may include measures to prohibit the non-
storm water discharge to the MS4, additional BMPs to reduce 
pollutants in the non-storm water discharge or conveyed by the non-
storm water discharge, diversion to a sanitary sewer for treatment, or 
strategies to require the non-storm water discharge to be separately 
regulated under a general NPDES permit. 

(3) TMDL Control Measures.  Permittees shall compile control measures 
that have been identified in TMDLs and corresponding implementation 
plans.  If not sufficiently identified in previous documents, or if 
implementation plans have not yet been developed (e.g., USEPA 
established TMDLs), the Permittees shall evaluate and identify control 
measures to achieve water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations established in this Order pursuant to these 
TMDLs.   

(a) TMDL control measures shall include where necessary control 
measures to address both storm water and non-storm water 
discharges from the MS4. 

(b) TMDL control measures may include baseline or customized 
activities covered under the general MCM categories in Part VI.D 
as well as BMPs and other control measures covered under the 
non-storm water discharge provisions of Part III.A of this Order.   

(c) The plan shall include, at a minimum, those actions that will be 
implemented during the permit term to achieve interim and/or final 
water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations with compliance deadlines within the permit term. 
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(4) Each plan shall include the following components: 

(a) Identification of specific structural controls and non-structural best 
management practices, including operational source control and 
pollution prevention, and any other actions or programs to 
achieve all water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving 
water limitations contained in this Part VI.E and Attachments L 
through R to which the Permittee(s) is subject; 

(b) For each structural control and non-structural best management 
practice, the number, type, and location(s) and/or frequency of 
implementation; 

(c) For any pollution prevention measures, the nature, scope, and 
timing of implementation; 

(d) For each structural control and non-structural best management 
practice, interim milestones and dates for achievement to ensure 
that TMDL compliance deadlines will be met; and 

(e) The plan shall clearly identify the responsibilities of each 
participating Permittee for implementation of watershed control 
measures. 

(5) Permittees shall conduct a Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each 
TMDL as follows: 

(a) Permittees shall conduct an assessment (through a quantitative 
analysis / modeling effort) to demonstrate that the activities and 
control measures identified in the Watershed Control Measures 
will achieve applicable water quality-based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations with compliance deadlines 
during the permit term. 

(b) Where the TMDL Provisions in Part VI.E and Attachments L 
through R do not include interim or final water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with 
compliance deadlines during the permit term, Permittees shall 
identify interim milestones and dates for their achievement to 
ensure adequate progress toward achieving interim and final 
water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations with deadlines beyond the permit term. 

(6) Permittees shall provide documentation that they have the necessary 
legal authority to implement the Watershed Control Measures identified 
in the plan, or that other legal authority exists to compel 
implementation of the Watershed Control Measures. 

c. Compliance Schedules  
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Permittees shall incorporate compliance schedules in Attachments L through R 
into the plan and, where necessary develop interim milestones and dates for 
their achievement. Compliance schedules and interim milestones and dates for 
their achievement shall be used to measure progress towards addressing the 
highest water quality priorities and achieving applicable water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations. 

i. Schedules must be adequate for measuring progress on a watershed scale 
twice during the permit term. 

ii. Schedules must be developed for both the strategies, control measures and 
BMPs implemented by each Permittee within its jurisdiction and for those 
that will be implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale. 

iii. Schedules shall incorporate the following: 

(1) Compliance deadlines occurring within the permit term for all 
applicable interim and/or final water quality-based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations in Part VI.E and Attachments L 
through R of this Order, 

(2) Interim milestones and dates for their achievement within the permit 
term for any applicable final water quality-based effluent limitation 
and/or receiving water limitation in Part VI.E and Attachments L 
through R, where deadlines within the permit term are not otherwise 
specified. 

(3) For watershed priorities related to addressing exceedances of 
receiving water limitations in Part V.A and not otherwise addressed by 
Part VI.E: 

(a) Milestones based on measureable criteria or indicators, to be 
achieved in the receiving waters and/or MS4 discharges, 

(b) A schedule with dates for achieving the milestones as soon as 
possible, and 

(c) A final date for achieving the receiving water limitations within the 
permit term. 

(d) The milestones and implementation schedule in (a)-(c) fulfill the 
requirements in Part V.A.3.a to prepare an Integrated Monitoring 
Compliance Report. 

4. Watershed Management Program Implementation 

Each Permittee shall implement the Watershed Management Program immediately 
upon approval of the plan by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 
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5. Integrated Watershed Monitoring and Assessment 

Permittees in each WMA shall develop an integrated monitoring program and 
assessment program as set forth in Part IV of the MRP (Attachment E) to assess 
progress toward achieving the water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations per the compliance schedules, and progress toward 
addressing the highest water quality priorities for each WMA.   

6. Adaptive Management Process 

a. Watershed Management Program Adaptive Management Process 

i. Permittees in each WMA shall implement an adaptive management process, 
annually during the permit term, beginning in 2015, adapting the Watershed 
Management Program to become more effective, based on, but not limited to 
the following: 

(1) Progress toward achieving interim and/or final water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations in Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R, according to established compliance 
schedules; 

(2) Progress toward achieving improved water quality in MS4 discharges 
and achieving receiving waters limitations through implementation of the 
watershed control measures based on an evaluation of outfall-based 
monitoring data and receiving water monitoring data; 

(3) Achievement of interim milestones; 

(4) Re-evaluation of the highest water quality priorities identified for the 
WMA based on more recent water quality data for discharges from the 
MS4 and the receiving water(s) and a reassessment of sources of 
pollutants in MS4 discharges; 

(5) Availability of new information and data from sources other than the 
Permittees’ monitoring program(s) within the WMA that informs the 
effectiveness of the actions implemented by the Permittees; 

(6) Regional Water Board recommendations; and 

(7) Recommendations for modifications to the Watershed Management 
Program solicited through a public participation process. 

ii. Based on the results of the adaptive management process, Permittees shall 
report any modifications, including where appropriate new compliance 
deadlines and interim milestones, necessary to improve the effectiveness of 
the Watershed Management Program in the Annual Report, as required 
pursuant to Part XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of the 
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Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) required pursuant to Part II.B of 
Attachment D – Standard Provisions. 

(1) The adaptive management process fulfills the requirements in Part V.A.4 
to address continuing exceedances of receiving water limitations. 

iii. Permittees shall implement any modifications to the Watershed Management 
Program upon approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or 
within 60 days of submittal if the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
expresses no objections. 

b. Jurisdictional Storm Water Management Program Adaptive Management 
Process 

i. Permittees in the WMA shall implement the adaptive management process at 
least annually with regard to its jurisdictional storm water management 
program to improve its effectiveness, based on, but not limited to the 
following: 

(1) Measurable or demonstrable reductions of illicit discharges to the MS4 
based on an evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data; 

(2) Measurable or demonstrable reductions of pollutants in storm water 
discharges from the Permittee’s MS4 through implementation of the 
storm water management program based on an evaluation of outfall-
based monitoring data; 

(3) Efficiency in implementing the Watershed Management Program;  

(4) Progress toward achieving interim and/or final water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations in Part VI.E and 
Attachments L through R, according to established compliance 
schedules; 

(5) Progress toward achieving receiving waters limitations through 
implementation of the storm water management program based on an 
evaluation of outfall-based monitoring data and receiving water 
monitoring data; and 

(6) Regional Water Board recommendations during program and/or site 
inspections. 

ii. Based on the results of the adaptive management process, the Permittee 
shall report any modifications, including where appropriate new compliance 
deadlines or interim milestones, necessary to improve the effectiveness its 
jurisdictional storm water management program in the Annual Report, as 
required pursuant to Part XVIII.A.6 of the MRP (Attachment E), and as part of 
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the ROWD required pursuant to Part II.B (Attachment D – Standard 
Provisions). 

(1) The adaptive management process fulfills the requirements in Part V.A.4 
to address continuing exceedances of receiving water limitations. 

iii. The Permittee shall implement any modifications to its jurisdictional storm 
water management program upon acceptance by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer or within 60 days of submittal if the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer expresses no objections. 

D. Storm Water Management Program Minimum Control Measures 

1. General Requirements 

a. Each Permittee shall implement the requirements in Parts VI.D.4 through VI.D.9 
below, or may in lieu of the requirements in Parts VI.D.4 through VI.D.9 
implement customized actions within each of these general categories of control 
measures as set forth in an approved Watershed Management Program per Part 
VI.C. Implementation shall be consistent with the requirements of 
40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

b. Timelines for Implementation  

i. Unless otherwise noted in Part VI.D, each Permittee shall ensure 
implementation of the requirements contained in Part VI.D within 30 days after 
the effective date of this Order.  

2. Progressive Enforcement and Interagency Coordination 

a. Each Permittee shall develop and implement a Progressive Enforcement Policy 
to ensure that (1) regulated Industrial/Commercial facilities, (2) construction sites, 
(3) development and redevelopment sites with post-construction controls, and (4) 
illicit discharges are each brought into compliance with all storm water and non-
storm water requirements within a reasonable time period as specified below. 

i. Follow-up Inspections 

In the event that a Permittee determines, based on an inspection or illicit 
discharge investigation conducted, that a facility or site operator has failed to 
adequately implement all necessary BMPs, that Permittee shall take 
progressive enforcement actions which, at a minimum, shall include a follow-
up inspection within 4 weeks from the date of the initial inspection and/or 
investigation. 

ii. Enforcement Action 

In the event that a Permittee determines that a facility or site operator has 
failed to adequately implement BMPs after a follow-up inspection, that 
Permittee shall take enforcement action as established through authority in its 
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municipal code and ordinances, through the judicial system, or refer the case 
to the Regional Water Board, per the Interagency Coordination provisions 
below. 

iii. Records Retention 

Each Permittee shall maintain records and make them available on request to 
the Regional Water Board, including inspection reports, warning letters, 
notices of violations, and other enforcement records, demonstrating a good 
faith effort to bring facilities into compliance. 

iv. Referral of Violations of Municipal Ordinances and California Water Code § 
13260 

A Permittee may refer a violation(s) of its municipal storm water ordinances 
and/or California Water Code section 13260 by Industrial and Commercial 
facilities and construction site operators to the Regional Water Board 
provided that the Permittee has made a good faith effort of applying its 
Progressive Enforcement Policy to achieve compliance with its own 
ordinances.  At a minimum, a Permittee’s good faith effort must be 
documented with: 

(1) Two follow-up inspections, and 

(2) Two warning letters or notices of violation. 

v. Referral of Violations of the Industrial and Construction General Permits, 
including Requirements to File a Notice of Intent or No Exposure Certification 

For those facilities or site operators in violation of municipal storm water 
ordinances and subject to the Industrial and/or Construction General Permits, 
Permittees may escalate referral of such violations to the Regional Water 
Board (promptly via telephone or electronically) after one inspection and one 
written notice of violation (copied to the Regional Water Board) to the facility 
or site operator regarding the violation.  In making such referrals, Permittees 
shall include, at a minimum, the following documentation: 

(1) Name of the facility or site, 

(2) Operator of the facility or site, 

(3) Owner of the facility or site, 

(4) WDID Number (if applicable), 

(5) Records of communication with the facility/site operator regarding the 
violation, which shall include at least one inspection report, 

(6) The written notice of violation (copied to the Regional Water Board), 

(7) For industrial sites, the industrial activity being conducted at the facility 
that is subject to the Industrial General Permit, and 

(8) For construction sites, site acreage and Risk Factor rating. 

b. Investigation of Complaints Transmitted by the Regional Water Board Staff 
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Each Permittee shall initiate, within one business day,24 investigation of 
complaints from facilities within its jurisdiction. The initial investigation shall 
include, at a minimum, a limited inspection of the facility to confirm validity of the 
complaint and to determine if the facility is in compliance with municipal storm 
water ordinances and, if necessary, to oversee corrective action. 

c. Assistance with Regional Water Board Enforcement Actions 

As directed by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, Permittees shall 
assist Regional Water Board enforcement actions by:    

i. Assisting in identification of current owners, operators, and lessees of 
properties and sites. 

ii. Providing staff, when available, for joint inspections with Regional Water 
Board inspectors. 

iii. Appearing to testify as witnesses in Regional Water Board enforcement 
hearings. 

iv. Providing copies of inspection reports and documentation demonstrating 
application of its Progressive Enforcement Policy. 

3. Modifications/Revisions 

a. Each Permittee shall modify its storm water management programs, protocols, 
practices, and municipal codes to make them consistent with the requirements in 
this Order.  

4. Public Information and Participation Program 

a. General  

i. Each Permittee shall implement a Public Information and Participation 
Program (PIPP) that includes, but is not limited to, the requirements listed in 
this Part VI.D.4. Each Permittee shall be responsible for developing and 
implementing the PIPP and implementing specific PIPP requirements. The 
objectives of the PIPP are as follows: 

(1) To measurably increase the knowledge of the target audiences about 
the MS4, the adverse impacts of storm water pollution on receiving 
waters and potential solutions to mitigate the impacts. 

(2) To measurably change the waste disposal and storm water pollution 
generation behavior of target audiences by developing and 
encouraging the implementation of appropriate alternatives. 

                                            
24

 Permittees may comply with the Permit by taking initial steps (such as logging, prioritizing, and tasking) to “initiate” the 
investigation within that one business day.  However, the Regional Water Board would expect that the initial investigation, 
including a site visit, to occur within four business days. 

RB-AR3621



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 59 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

(3) To involve and engage a diversity of socio-economic groups and ethnic 
communities in Los Angeles County to participate in mitigating the 
impacts of storm water pollution. 

b. PIPP Implementation  

i. Each Permittee shall implement the PIPP requirements listed in this Part 
VI.D.4 using one or more of the following approaches: 

(1) By participating in a County-wide PIPP,  

(2) By participating in one or more Watershed Group sponsored PIPPs, 
and/or 

(3) Or individually within its jurisdiction. 

ii. If a Permittee participates in a County-wide or Watershed Group PIPP, the 
Permittee shall provide the contact information for their appropriate staff 
responsible for storm water public education activities to the designated PIPP 
coordinator and contact information changes no later than 30 days after a 
change occurs. 

c. Public Participation 

i. Each Permittee, whether participating in a County-wide or Watershed Group 
sponsored PIPP, or acting individually, shall provide a means for public 
reporting of clogged catch basin inlets and illicit discharges/dumping, faded or 
missing catch basin labels, and general storm water and non-storm water 
pollution prevention information. 

(1) Permittees may elect to use the 888-CLEAN-LA hotline as the general 
public reporting contact or each Permittee or Watershed Group may 
establish its own hotline, if preferred. 

(2) Each Permittee shall include the reporting information, updated when 
necessary, in public information, and the government pages of the 
telephone book, as they are developed or published. 

(3) Each Permittee shall identify staff or departments who will serve as the 
contact person(s) and shall make this information available on its website. 

(4) Each Permittee is responsible for providing current, updated hotline 
contact information to the general public within its jurisdiction. 

ii. Organize events targeted to residents and population subgroups to educate 
and involve the community in storm water and non-storm water pollution 
prevention and clean-up (e.g., education seminars, clean-ups, and community 
catch basin stenciling). 

d. Residential Outreach Program 

i. Working in conjunction with a County-wide or Watershed Group sponsored 
PIPP or individually, each Permittee shall implement the following activities:  
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(1) Conduct storm water pollution prevention public service announcements 
and advertising campaigns 

(2) Public education materials shall include but are not limited to information 
on the proper handling (i.e., disposal, storage and/or use) of:   

(a) Vehicle waste fluids  

(b) Household waste materials (i.e., trash and household hazardous 
waste, including personal care products and pharmaceuticals) 

(c) Construction waste materials 

(d) Pesticides and fertilizers (including integrated pest management 
practices [IPM] to promote reduced use of pesticides)  

(e) Green waste (including lawn clippings and leaves)  

(f)  Animal wastes 

(3) Distribute activity specific storm water pollution prevention public 
education materials at, but not limited to, the following points of purchase: 

(a) Automotive parts stores 

(b) Home improvement centers / lumber yards / hardware stores 

(c) Landscaping / gardening centers 

(d) Pharmacies 

(e) Pet shops / feed stores 

(4) Maintain storm water websites or provide links to storm water websites via 
the Permittee’s website, which shall include educational material and 
opportunities for the public to participate in storm water pollution 
prevention and clean-up activities listed in Part VI.D.4. 

(5) Provide independent, parochial, and public schools within in each 
Permittee’s jurisdiction with materials to educate school children (K-12) on 
storm water pollution. Material may include videos, live presentations, and 
other information.  Permittees are encouraged to work with, or leverage, 
materials produced by other statewide agencies and associations such as 
the State Water Board’s “Erase the Waste” educational program and the 
California Environmental Education Interagency Network (CEEIN) to 
implement this requirement. 

(6) When implementing activities in subsections (1)-(5), Permittees shall use 
effective strategies to educate and involve ethnic communities in storm 
water pollution prevention through culturally effective methods. 

5. Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program 

a. General  

i. Each Permittee shall implement an Industrial / Commercial Facilities Program 
that meets the requirements of this Part VI.D.5. The Industrial / Commercial 
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Facilities Program shall be designed to prevent illicit discharges into the MS4 
and receiving waters, reduce industrial / commercial discharges of storm 
water to the maximum extent practicable, and prevent industrial / commercial 
discharges from the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation of 
receiving water limitations. At a minimum, the Industrial / Commercial 
Facilities Program shall be implemented in accordance with the requirements 
listed in this Part VI.D.5, or as approved in a Watershed Management 
Program per Part VI.C.  Minimum program components shall include the 
following components: 

(1) Track 

(2) Educate 

(3) Inspect 

(4) Ensure compliance with municipal ordinances at industrial and commercial 
facilities that are critical sources of pollutants in storm water 

b. Track Critical Industrial / Commercial Sources  

i. Each Permittee shall maintain an updated watershed-based inventory or 
database containing the latitude / longitude coordinates of all industrial and 
commercial facilities within its jurisdiction that are critical sources of storm 
water pollution.  The inventory or database shall be maintained in electronic 
format and incorporation of facility information into a Geographical Information 
System (GIS) is recommended.  Critical Sources to be tracked are 
summarized below:   

(1) Commercial Facilities 

(a) Restaurants 

(b) Automotive service facilities (including those located at automotive 
dealerships) 

(c) Retail Gasoline Outlets 

(d) Nurseries and Nursery Centers (Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable 
Goods, and Retail Trade) 

(2) USEPA “Phase I” Facilities [as specified in 40 CFR §122.26(b)(14)(i)-(xi)] 

(3) Other federally-mandated facilities [as specified in  
40 CFR §122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)] 

(a) Municipal landfills 

(b) Hazardous waste treatment, disposal, and recovery facilities 

(c) Industrial facilities subject to section 313 “Toxic Release Inventory” 
reporting requirements of the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA) [42 U.S.C. § 11023] 

(4) All other commercial or industrial facilities that the Permittee determines 
may contribute a substantial pollutant load to the MS4. 
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ii. Each Permittee shall include the following minimum fields of information for 
each critical source industrial and commercial facility identified in its 
watershed-based inventory or database: 

(1) Name of facility  

(2) Name of owner/ operator and contact information 

(3) Address of facility (physical and mailing) 

(4) North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code 

(5) Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code 

(6) A narrative description of the activities performed and/or principal 
products produced 

(7) Status of exposure of materials to storm water 

(8) Name of receiving water 

(9) Identification of whether the facility is tributary to a CWA § 303(d) listed 
water body segment or water body segment subject to a TMDL, where 
the facility generates pollutants for which the water body segment is 
impaired. 

(10) Ability to denote if the facility is known to maintain coverage under the 
State Water Board’s General NPDES Permit for the Discharge of 
Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activities (Industrial General 
Permit) or other individual or general NPDES permits or any applicable 
waiver issued by the Regional or State Water Board pertaining to storm 
water discharges. 

(11) Ability to denote if the facility has filed a No Exposure Certification with 
the State Water Board. 

iii. Each Permittee shall update its inventory of critical sources at least annually.  
The update shall be accomplished through collection of new information 
obtained through field activities or through other readily available inter- and 
intra-agency informational databases (e.g., business licenses, pretreatment 
permits, sanitary sewer connection permits, and similar information). 

c. Educate Industrial / Commercial Sources 

i. At least once during the five-year period of this Order, each Permittee shall 
notify the owner/operator of each of its inventoried commercial and industrial 
sites identified in Part VI.D.5.b of the BMP requirements applicable to the 
site/source. 

ii. Business Assistance Program  

(1) Each Permittee shall implement a Business Assistance Program to 
provide technical information to businesses to facilitate their efforts to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water. Assistance shall be 
targeted to select business sectors or small businesses upon a 
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determination that their activities may be contributing substantial pollutant 
loads to the MS4 or receiving water.  Assistance may include technical 
guidance and provision of educational materials. The Program may 
include: 

(a) On-site technical assistance, telephone, or e-mail consultation 
regarding the responsibilities of business to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants, procedural requirements, and available guidance 
documents. 

(b) Distribution of storm water pollution prevention educational materials to 
operators of auto repair shops; car wash facilities; restaurants and 
mobile sources including automobile/equipment repair, washing, or 
detailing; power washing services; mobile carpet, drape, or upholstery 
cleaning services; swimming pool, water softener, and spa services; 
portable sanitary services; and commercial applicators and distributors 
of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers, if present. 

d. Inspect Critical Commercial Sources 

i. Frequency of Mandatory Commercial Facility Inspections 

Each Permittee shall inspect all commercial facilities identified in Part VI.D.5.b 
twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided that the first mandatory 
compliance inspection occurs no later than 2 years after the effective date of 
this Order.  A minimum interval of 6 months between the first and the second 
mandatory compliance inspection is required.  In addition, each Permittee 
shall implement the activities outlined in the following subparts.   

ii. Scope of Mandatory Commercial Facility Inspections 

Each Permittee shall inspect all commercial facilities to confirm that storm 
water and non-storm water BMPs are being effectively implemented in 
compliance with municipal ordinances.  At each facility, inspectors shall verify 
that the operator is implementing effective source control BMPs for each 
corresponding activity.  Each Permittee shall require implementation of 
additional BMPs where storm water from the MS4 discharges to a significant 
ecological area (SEA), a water body subject to TMDL provisions in Part VI.E, 
or a CWA § 303(d) listed impaired water body.  Likewise, for those BMPs that 
are not adequately protective of water quality standards, a Permittee may 
require additional site-specific controls. 

e. Inspect Critical Industrial Sources  

Each Permittee shall conduct industrial facility compliance inspections as 
specified below. 

i. Frequency of Mandatory Industrial Facility Compliance Inspections 

(1) Minimum Inspection Frequency 

Each Permittee shall perform an initial mandatory compliance inspection 
at all industrial facilities identified in Part VI.D.5.b no later than 2 years 
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after the effective date of this Order.  After the initial inspection, all 
facilities that have not filed a No Exposure Certification with the State 
Water Board are subject to a second mandatory compliance inspection.  A 
minimum interval of 6 months between the first and the second mandatory 
compliance inspection is required.  A facility need not be inspected more 
than twice during the term of the Order unless subject to an enforcement 
action as specified in Part VI.D.5.h below. 

(2) Exclusion of Facilities Previously Inspected by the Regional Water Board 

Each Permittee shall review the State Water Board’s Storm Water Multiple 
Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS) database25 at defined 
intervals to determine if an industrial facility has recently been inspected 
by the Regional Water Board. The first interval shall occur approximately 2 
years after the effective date of the Order.  The Permittee does not need 
to inspect the facility if it is determined that the Regional Water Board 
conducted an inspection of the facility within the prior 24 month period. 
The second interval shall occur approximately 4 years after the effective 
date of the Order.  Likewise, the Permittee does not need to inspect the 
facility if it is determined that the Regional Water Board conducted an 
inspection of the facility within the prior 24 month period.   

(3) No Exposure Verification 

As a component of the first mandatory inspection, each Permittee shall 
identify those facilities that have filed a No Exposure Certification with the 
State Water Board.  Approximately 3 to 4 years after the effective date of 
the Order, each Permittee shall evaluate its inventory of industrial facilities 
and perform a second mandatory compliance inspection at a minimum of 
25% of the facilities identified to have filed a No Exposure Certification.  
The purpose of this inspection is to verify the continuity of the no exposure 
status.   

(4) Exclusion Based on Watershed Management Program 

A Permittee is exempt from the mandatory inspection frequencies listed 
above if it is implementing industrial inspections in accordance with an 
approved Watershed Management Program per Part VI.C. 

ii. Scope of Mandatory Industrial Facility Inspections 

Each Permittee shall confirm that each industrial facility: 

(1) Has a current Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number for coverage 
under the Industrial General Permit, and that a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is available on-site; or 

(2) Has applied for, and has received a current No Exposure Certification for 
facilities subject to this requirement; 

                                            
25

 SMARTS is accessible at https://smarts.waterboards.ca.gov/smarts/faces/SwSmartsLogin.jsp 
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(3) Is effectively implementing BMPs in compliance with municipal 
ordinances.  Facilities must implement the source control BMPs identified 
in Table 10, unless the pollutant generating activity does not occur.  The 
Permittees shall require implementation of additional BMPs where storm 
water from the MS4 discharges to an environmentally sensitive area, a 
water body subject to TMDL Provisions in Part VI.E, or a CWA § 303(d) 
listed impaired water body.  Likewise, if the specified BMPs are not 
adequately protective of water quality standards, a Permittee may require 
additional site-specific controls. 

(4) Applicable industrial facilities identified as not having either a current 
WDID or No Exposure Certification shall be notified that they must obtain 
coverage under the Industrial General Permit and shall be referred to the 
Regional Water Board per the Progressive Enforcement Policy procedures 
identified in Part VI.D.2. 

f. Source Control BMPs for Commercial and Industrial Facilities 

Effective source control BMPs for the activities listed in Table 10 shall be 
implemented at commercial and industrial facilities, unless the pollutant 
generating activity does not occur: 

Table 10. Source Control BMPs at Commercial and Industrial Facilities  

Pollutant-Generating 
Activity 

BMP Narrative Description 

Unauthorized Non-Storm 
water Discharges 

Effective elimination of non-storm water 
discharges 

Accidental Spills/ Leaks 
Implementation of effective spills/ leaks 
prevention and response procedures 

Vehicle/ Equipment Fueling 
Implementation of effective fueling source 
control devices and practices 

Vehicle/ Equipment Cleaning 
Implementation of effective equipment/ vehicle 
cleaning practices and appropriate wash water 
management practices 

Vehicle/ Equipment Repair 
Implementation of effective vehicle/ equipment 
repair practices and source control devices 

Outdoor Liquid Storage 
Implementation of effective outdoor liquid 
storage source controls and practices 

Outdoor Equipment 
Operations 

Implementation of effective outdoor equipment 
source control devices and practices 

Outdoor Storage of Raw 
Materials  

Implementation of effective source control 
practices and structural devices 

Storage and Handling of 
Solid Waste 

Implementation of effective solid waste storage/ 
handling practices and appropriate control 
measures 

Building and Grounds 
Maintenance 

Implementation of effective facility maintenance 
practices 
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Pollutant-Generating 
Activity 

BMP Narrative Description 

Parking/ Storage Area 
Maintenance 

Implementation of effective parking/ storage 
area designs and housekeeping/ maintenance 
practices  

Storm water Conveyance 
System Maintenance 
Practices 

Implementation of proper conveyance system 
operation and maintenance protocols 

Pollutant-Generating 
Activity 

BMP Narrative Description from  
Regional Water Board Resolution No. 98-08 

Sidewalk Washing 

1. Remove trash, debris, and free standing 
oil/grease spills/leaks (use absorbent material, if 
necessary) from the area before washing; and 
2. Use high pressure, low volume spray 
washing using only potable water with no 
cleaning agents at an average usage of 0.006 
gallons per square feet of sidewalk area. 

Street Washing 

Collect and divert wash water to the sanitary 
sewer – publically owned treatment works 
(POTW). 
Note: POTW approval may be needed. 

 

g. Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) 

For critical sources that discharge to MS4s that discharge to SEAs, each 
Permittee shall require operators to implement additional pollutant-specific 
controls to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff that are causing or contributing 
to exceedances of water quality standards. 

h. Progressive Enforcement 

Each Permittee shall implement its Progressive Enforcement Policy to ensure 
that Industrial / Commercial facilities are brought into compliance with all storm 
water requirements within a reasonable time period. See Part VI.D.2 for 
requirements for the development and implementation of a Progressive 
Enforcement Policy. 

6. Planning and Land Development Program 

a. Purpose 

i. Each Permittee shall implement a Planning and Land Development Program 
pursuant to Part VI.D.6.b for all New Development and Redevelopment 
projects subject to this Order to: 

(1) Lessen the water quality impacts of development by using smart growth 
practices such as compact development, directing development towards 
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existing communities via infill or redevelopment, and safeguarding of 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

(2) Minimize the adverse impacts from storm water runoff on the biological 
integrity of Natural Drainage Systems and the beneficial uses of water 
bodies in accordance with requirements under CEQA (Cal. Pub. 
Resources Code § 21000 et seq.). 

(3) Minimize the percentage of impervious surfaces on land developments by 
minimizing soil compaction during construction, designing projects to 
minimize the impervious area footprint, and employing Low Impact 
Development (LID) design principles to mimic predevelopment water 
balance through infiltration, evapotranspiration and rainfall harvest and 
use. 

(4) Maintain existing riparian buffers and enhance riparian buffers when 
possible.  

(5) Minimize pollutant loadings from impervious surfaces such as roof tops, 
parking lots, and roadways through the use of properly designed, 
technically appropriate BMPs (including Source Control BMPs such as 
good housekeeping practices), LID Strategies, and Treatment Control 
BMPs. 

(6) Properly select, design and maintain LID and Hydromodification Control 
BMPs to address pollutants that are likely to be generated, reduce 
changes to pre-development hydrology, assure long-term function, and 
avoid the breeding of vectors26. 

(7) Prioritize the selection of BMPs to remove storm water pollutants, reduce 
storm water runoff volume, and beneficially use storm water to support an 
integrated approach to protecting water quality and managing water 
resources in the following order of preference: 

(a) On-site infiltration, bioretention and/or rainfall harvest and use.   

(b) On-site biofiltration, off-site ground water replenishment, and/or off-site 
retrofit.  

b. Applicability 

i. New Development Projects 

(1) Development projects subject to Permittee conditioning and approval for 
the design and implementation of post-construction controls to mitigate 
storm water pollution, prior to completion of the project(s), are: 

(a) All development projects equal to 1 acre or greater of disturbed area 
and adding more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface area 

                                            
26

 Treatment BMPs when designed to drain within 96 hours of the end of rainfall minimize the potential for the breeding of vectors.  See DPH 
Best Management Practices for Mosquito Control in California Manual at  

http://sgvmosquito.org/downloads/NPDES/BMP%20for%20Mosquito%20Control%2008-10.pdf 
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(b) Industrial parks 10,000 square feet or more of surface area 

(c) Commercial strip malls 10,000 square feet or more surface area 

(d) Retail gasoline outlets 5,000 square feet or more of surface area 

(e) Restaurants (SIC 5812) 5,000 square feet or more of surface area 

(f) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface area, or 
with 25 or more parking spaces 

(g) Street and road construction of 10,000 square feet or more of 
impervious surface area shall follow USEPA guidance regarding 
Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure: Green Streets27 to 
the maximum extent practicable 

(h) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5511, 5541, 7532-7534 
and 7536-7539) 5,000 square feet or more of surface area 

(i) Redevelopment projects in subject categories that meet 
Redevelopment thresholds identified in Part VI.D.6.b.ii 
(Redevelopment Projects) below 

(j) Projects located in or directly adjacent to, or discharging directly to a 
Significant Ecological Area (SEA), where the development will: 

(i) Discharge storm water runoff that is likely to impact a sensitive 
biological species or habitat; and 

(ii) Create 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surface area 

(k) Single-family hillside homes. To the extent that a Permittee may 
lawfully impose conditions, mitigation measures or other requirements 
on the development or construction of a single-family home in a hillside 
area as defined in the applicable Permittee’s Code and Ordinances, 
each Permittee shall require that during the construction of a single-
family hillside home, the following measures are implemented: 

(i) Conserve natural areas 

(ii) Protect slopes and channels 

(iii) Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage 

(iv) Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge unless the 
diversion would result in slope instability 

(v) Direct surface flow to vegetated areas before discharge unless the 
diversion would result in slope instability. 

ii. Redevelopment Projects 

(1) Redevelopment projects subject to Permittee conditioning and approval 
for the design and implementation of post-construction controls to mitigate 
storm water pollution, prior to completion of the project(s), are: 
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(a) Land-disturbing activity that results in the creation or addition or 
replacement of 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface area 
on an already developed site on development categories identified in 
Part VI.D.6.c. (New Development/Redevelopment Performance 
Criteria). 

(b) Where Redevelopment results in an alteration to more than fifty 
percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, 
and the existing development was not subject to post-construction 
storm water quality control requirements, the entire project must be 
mitigated. 

(c) Where Redevelopment results in an alteration of less than fifty percent 
of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the 
existing development was not subject to post-construction storm water 
quality control requirements, only the alteration must be mitigated, and 
not the entire development. 

(i) Redevelopment does not include routine maintenance activities that 
are conducted to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic 
capacity, original purpose of facility or emergency redevelopment 
activity required to protect public health and safety.  Impervious 
surface replacement, such as the reconstruction of parking lots and 
roadways which does not disturb additional area and maintains the 
original grade and alignment, is considered a routine maintenance 
activity.  Redevelopment does not include the repaving of existing 
roads to maintain original line and grade. 

(ii) Existing single-family dwelling and accessory structures are exempt 
from the Redevelopment requirements unless such projects create, 
add, or replace 10,000 square feet of impervious surface area. 

(d) Existing Development or Redevelopment projects shall mean projects 
that have been constructed or for which grading or land disturbance 
permits have been submitted and are deemed complete prior to the 
adoption date of this Order, except as otherwise specified in this Order. 

(e) Specifically, the Newhall Ranch Project Phases I and II (a.k.a. the 
Landmark and Mission Village projects) are deemed to be an existing 
development that will at a minimum, be designed to comply with the 
Specific LID Performance Standards attached to the Waste Discharge 
Requirements (Order No. R4-2012-XXXX). All subsequent phases of 
the Newhall Ranch Project constructed during the term of this Order 
shall be subject to the requirements of this Order. 

c. New Development/ Redevelopment Project Performance Criteria 

i. Integrated Water Quality/Flow Reduction/Resources Management Criteria 

(1) Each Permittee shall require all New Development and Redevelopment 
projects (referred to hereinafter as “new projects”) identified in Part 
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VI.D.6.b to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff volume 
emanating from the project site by: (1) minimizing the impervious surface 
area and (2) controlling runoff from impervious surfaces through 
infiltration, bioretention and/or rainfall harvest and use.  

(2) Except as provided in Part VI.D.6.c.ii. (Technical Infeasibility or 
Opportunity for Regional Ground Water Replenishment), Part VI.D.6.d.i 
(Local Ordinance Equivalence), or Part VI.D.6.c.v (Hydromodification), 
below, each Permittee shall require the project to retain on-site the 
Stormwater Quality Design Volume (SWQDv) defined as the runoff from: 

(a) The 0.75-inch, 24-hour rain event or 

(b) The 85th percentile, 24-hour rain event, as determined from the Los 
Angeles County 85th percentile precipitation isohyetal map, whichever 
is greater. 

(3) Bioretention and biofiltration systems shall meet the design specifications 
provided in Attachment H to this Order unless otherwise approved by the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer.  

(4) When evaluating the potential for on-site retention, each Permittee shall 
consider the maximum potential for evapotranspiration from green roofs 
and rainfall harvest and use. 

ii. Alternative Compliance for Technical Infeasibility or Opportunity for Regional 
Ground Water Replenishment 

(1) In instances of technical infeasibility or where a project has been 
determined to provide an opportunity to replenish regional ground water 
supplies at an offsite location, each Permittee may allow projects to 
comply with this Order through the alternative compliance measures as 
described in Part VI.D.6.c.iii.  

(2) To demonstrate technical infeasibility, the project applicant must 
demonstrate that the project cannot reliably retain 100 percent of the 
SWQDv on-site, even with the maximum application of green roofs and 
rainwater harvest and use, and that compliance with the applicable post-
construction requirements would be technically infeasible by submitting a 
site-specific hydrologic and/or design analysis conducted and endorsed by 
a registered professional engineer, geologist, architect, and/or landscape 
architect.  Technical infeasibility may result from conditions including the 
following: 

(a) The infiltration rate of saturated in-situ soils is less than 0.15 inch per 
hour and it is not technically feasible to amend the in-situ soils to attain 
an infiltration rate necessary to achieve reliable performance of 
infiltration or bioretention BMPs in retaining the SWQDv on-site. 

(b) Locations where seasonal high ground water is within 5 to 10 feet of 
the surface,  
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(c) Locations within 100 feet of a ground water well used for drinking 
water,  

(d) Brownfield development sites, 

(e) Other locations where pollutant mobilization is a documented concern,  

(f) Locations with potential geotechnical hazards, or 

(g) Smart growth and infill or redevelopment locations where the density 
and/ or nature of the project would create significant difficulty for 
compliance with the on-site volume retention requirement. 

(3) To utilize alternative compliance measures to replenish ground water at an 
offsite location, the project applicant shall demonstrate why it is not 
advantageous to replenish ground water at the project site, and that the 
alternative measures shall also provide equal or greater water quality 
benefits to the receiving surface water than the Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction/Resource Management Criteria in Part VI.6.D.c.i.   

iii. Alternative Compliance Measures 

When a Permittee determines a project applicant has demonstrated that it is 
technically infeasible to retain 100 percent of the SWQDv on-site, or is 
proposing an alternative offsite project to replenish regional ground water 
supplies, the Permittee shall require one of the following mitigation options: 
 
(1) Biofiltration 

(a) If using biofiltration due to demonstrated technical infeasibility, then the 
new project must biofiltrate 1.5 times the portion of the SWQDv that is 
not reliably retained on-site, as calculated by Equation 1 below. 
 

Equation 1: 

 

 

Where:  

 

Bv = biofiltration volume 

SWQDv = the storm water runoff from a 0.75 inch, 24-hour storm or 
the 85th percentile storm, whichever is greater. 

Rv = volume reliably retained on-site 

 
(b) Conditions for Biofiltration  
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(i) Biofiltration systems shall meet the design specifications provided 
in Attachment H to this Order unless otherwise approved by the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 

(ii) Biofiltration systems discharging to a receiving water that is 
included on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list of impaired 
water quality-limited water bodies due to nitrogen compounds or 
related effects shall be designed and maintained to achieve 
enhanced nitrogen removal capability. See Attachment I for design 
criteria for underdrain placement to achieve enhanced nitrogen 
removal. 

(2) Offsite Infiltration/Ground Water Replenishment/Bioretention Projects 

(a) Use infiltration, ground water replenishment, or bioretention BMPs to 
intercept a volume of storm water runoff equal to the SWQDv, less the 
volume of storm water runoff reliably retained on-site, at an approved 
offsite project, and  

(b) Provide pollutant reduction (treatment) of the storm water runoff 
discharged from the project site in accordance with the Water Quality 
Mitigation Criteria provided in Part VI.D.6.c.iv.  

(c) The required offsite mitigation volume shall be calculated by Equation 
2 below and equal to: 

Equation 2: 

 

 
Where:  

 

Mv = mitigation volume 

SWQDv = runoff from the 0.75 inch, 24-hour storm event or the 85th 
percentile storm, whichever is greater 

Rv = the volume of storm water runoff reliably retained on-site. 

 

(3) Offsite Project - Retrofit Existing Development 

Use infiltration, bioretention, rainfall harvest and use and/or biofiltration 
BMPs to retrofit an existing development, with similar land uses as the 
new development or land uses associated with comparable or higher 
storm water runoff event mean concentrations (EMCs) than the new 
development. Comparison of EMCs for different land uses shall be based 
on published data from studies performed in southern California. The 
retrofit plan shall be designed and constructed to:  

(a) Intercept a volume of storm water runoff equal to the mitigation volume 
(Mv) as described above in Equation 2, except biofiltration BMPs shall 
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be designed to meet the biofiltration volume as described in Equation 1 
and 

(b) Provide pollutant reduction (treatment) of the storm water runoff from 
the project site as described in the Water Quality Mitigation Criteria 
provided in Part  VI.D.6.c.iv.  

(4) Conditions for Offsite Projects 

(a) Project applicants seeking to utilize these alternative compliance 
provisions may propose other offsite projects, which the Permittees 
may approve if they meet the requirements of this subpart. 

(b) Location of offsite projects. Offsite projects shall be located in the 
same sub-watershed (defined as draining to the same HUC-12 
hydrologic area in the Basin Plan) as the new development or 
redevelopment project. Each Permittee may consider locations outside 
of the HUC-12 but within the HUC-10 subwatershed area if there are 
no opportunities within the HUC-12 subwatershed or if greater pollutant 
reductions and/or ground water replenishment can be achieved at a 
location within the expanded HUC-10 subwatershed. The use of a 
mitigation, ground water replenishment, or retrofit project outside of the 
HUC-12 subwatershed is subject to the approval of the Executive 
Officer of the Regional Water Board. 

(c) Project applicant must demonstrate that equal benefits to ground water 
recharge cannot be met on the project site. 

(d) Each Permittee shall develop a prioritized list of offsite mitigation, 
ground water replenishment and/or retrofit projects, and when feasible, 
the mitigation must be directed to the highest priority project within the 
same HUC-12 or if approved by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer, the HUC-10 drainage area, as the new development project.  

(e) Infiltration/bioretention shall be the preferred LID BMP for offsite 
mitigation or ground water replenishment projects. Offsite retrofit 
projects may include green streets, parking lot retrofits, green roofs, 
and rainfall harvest and use. Biofiltration BMPs may be considered for 
retrofit projects when infiltration, bioretention or rainfall harvest and use 
is technically infeasible.  

(f) Each Permittee shall develop a schedule for the completion of offsite 
projects, including milestone dates to identify, fund, design, and 
construct the projects. Offsite projects shall be completed as soon as 
possible, and at the latest, within 4 years of the certificate of 
occupancy for the first project that contributed funds toward the 
construction of the offsite project, unless a longer period is otherwise 
authorized by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board. For 
public offsite projects, each Permittee must provide in their annual 
reports a summary of total offsite project funds raised to date and a 
description (including location, general design concept, volume of 
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water expected to be retained, and total estimated budget) of all 
pending public offsite projects. Funding sufficient to address the offsite 
volume must be transferred to the Permittee (for public offsite 
mitigation projects) or to an escrow account (for private offsite 
mitigation projects) within one year of the initiation of construction. 

(g) Offsite projects must be approved by the Permittee and may be subject 
to approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, if a third-
party petitions the Executive Officer to review the project.  

(h) The project applicant must perform the offsite projects as approved by 
either the Permittee or the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or 
provide sufficient funding for public or private offsite projects to achieve 
the equivalent mitigation storm water volume. 

iv. Water Quality Mitigation Criteria 

(1) Each Permittee shall require all New Development and Redevelopment 
projects that have been approved for offsite mitigation or ground water 
replenishment projects as defined in Part VI.D.6.c.ii-iii to also provide 
treatment of storm water runoff from the project site. Each Permittee shall 
require these projects to design and implement post-construction storm 
water BMPs and control measures to reduce pollutant loading as 
necessary to: 

(a) Meet the pollutant specific benchmarks listed in Table 11 at the 
treatment systems outlet or prior to the discharge to the MS4, and  

(b) Ensure that the discharge does not cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of water quality standards at the Permittee’s downstream 
MS4 outfall. 

 

(2) Each Permittee may allow the project proponent to install flow-through 
modular treatment systems including sand filters, or other proprietary 
BMP treatment systems including planter boxes, with a demonstrated 
efficiency at least equivalent to a sand filter. The sizing of the flow through 
treatment device shall be based on a rainfall intensity of: 

(a) 0.2 inches per hour, or 

(b) The one year, one-hour rainfall intensity as determined from the most 
recent Los Angeles County isohyetal map, whichever is greater. 
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Table 11. Benchmarks Applicable to New Development Treatment BMPs28 

Conventional Pollutants 

Pollutant Suspended 
Solids 
mg/L 

Total P 
mg/L 

Total N 
mg/L 

Total 
Nitrate 
mg/L 

TKN 
mg/L 

TOC 
 mg/L 

Effluent 
Concentration 

10 0.10 1.09 0.23 1.01 13 

 
Metals 
 

Pollutant Total Cd 
µg/L 

Total Cu 
µg/L 

Total Cr 
µg/L 

Total Pb 
µg/L 

Total Zn 
µg/L 

Effluent 
Concentration 

0.3 7 2.6 2.0 18 

 

(3) In addition to the requirements for controlling pollutant discharges as 
described in Part VI.D.6.iv. and the treatment requirements described 
above, each Permittee shall ensure that the new development or 
redevelopment will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable 
water quality-based effluent limitations established in Part VI.E pursuant to 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). 

v. Hydromodification (Flow/ Volume/ Duration) Control Criteria 

(1) Each Permittee shall require all New Development and Redevelopment 
projects located within natural drainage systems as described in Part 
VI.D.6.v.(1)(a)(iii) to implement hydrologic control measures, to prevent 
accelerated downstream erosion and to protect stream habitat in natural 
drainage systems.  The purpose of the hydrologic controls is to minimize 
changes in post-development hydrologic storm water runoff discharge 
rates, velocities, and duration.  This shall be achieved by maintaining the 
project’s pre-project storm water runoff flow rates and durations. 

(a) Description 

(i) Hydromodification control in natural drainage systems shall be 
achieved by maintaining the Erosion Potential (Ep) in streams at a 
value of 1, unless an alternative value can be shown to be 
protective of the natural drainage systems from erosion, incision, 
and sedimentation that can occur as a result of flow increases from 
impervious surfaces and prevent damage to stream habitat in 
natural drainage system tributaries (see Attachment J - 
Determination of Erosion Potential). 

                                            
28 The treatment control BMP performance standards were developed from the median effluent water quality 
values of the three highest performing BMPs, per pollutant, in the storm water BMP database 
(http://www.bmpdatabase.org/, last visited May 15, 2012). 
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(ii) Hydromodification control may include one, or a combination of on-
site, regional or sub-regional hydromodification control BMPs, LID 
strategies, or stream and riparian buffer restoration measures. Any 
in-stream restoration measure shall not adversely affect the 
beneficial uses of the natural drainage systems. 

(iii) Natural drainage systems that are subject to the hydromodification 
assessments and controls as described in this Part of the Order, 
include all drainages that have not been improved (e.g., 
channelized or armored with concrete, shotcrete, or rip-rap) or 
drainage systems that are tributary to a natural drainage system, 
except as provided in Part VI.D.6.v.(1)(b)--Exemptions to 
Hydromodification Controls [see below]. The clearing or dredging of 
a natural drainage system does not constitute an “improvement.”  

(iv) Until the State Water Board or the Regional Water Board adopts a 
final Hydromodification Policy or criteria, Permittees shall 
implement the Interim Hydromodification Control Criteria described 
in Part VI.D.6.v.(1)(c) to control the potential adverse impacts of 
changes in hydrology that may result from new development and 
redevelopment projects located within natural drainage systems as 
described in Part VI.D.6.v.(1)(a)(iii). 

(b) Exemptions to Hydromodification Controls.  Permittees may exempt 
the following New Development and Redevelopment projects from 
implementation of hydromodification controls where assessments of 
downstream channel conditions and proposed discharge hydrology 
indicate that adverse hydromodification effects to present and future 
beneficial uses of Natural Drainage Systems are unlikely: 

(i) Projects that are replacement, maintenance or repair of a 
Permittee’s existing flood control facility, storm drain, or 
transportation network. 

(ii) Redevelopment Projects in the Urban Core that do not increase the 
effective impervious area or decrease the infiltration capacity of 
pervious areas compared to the pre-project conditions. 

(iii) Projects that have any increased discharge directly or via a storm 
drain to a sump, lake, area under tidal influence, into a waterway 
that has a 100-year peak flow (Q100) of 25,000 cfs or more, or 
other receiving water that is not susceptible to hydromodification 
impacts. 

(iv) Projects that discharge directly or via a storm drain into concrete or 
otherwise engineered (not natural) channels (e.g., channelized or 
armored with rip rap, shotcrete, etc.), which, in turn, discharge into 
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receiving water that is not susceptible to hydromodification impacts 
(as in Parts VI.D.6.v.(1)(b)(i)-(iii)  above).  

(c) Interim Hydromodification Control Criteria.  The Interim 
Hydromodification Control Criteria to protect natural drainage systems 
until the State or Regional Water Board adopts a final 
Hydromodification Policy or criteria are as follows: 

(i) Except as provided for in Part VI.D.6.v.(1)(b), projects disturbing an 
area greater than 1 acre but less than 50 acres within natural 
drainage systems will be presumed to meet pre-development 
hydrology if one of the following demonstrations is made: 

1. The project is designed to retain on-site, through infiltration, 
evapotranspiration, and/or harvest and use, the storm water 
volume from the runoff of the 95th percentile storm, or 

2. The runoff flow rate, volume, velocity, and duration for the post-
development condition do not exceed the pre-development 
condition for the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. This condition 
may be substantiated by simple screening models, including 
those described in Hydromodification Effects on Flow Peaks 
and Durations in Southern California Urbanizing Watersheds 
(Hawley et al., 2011) or other models acceptable to the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board, or 

3. The Erosion Potential (Ep) in the receiving water channel will 
approximate 1, as determined by a Hydromodification Analysis 
Study and the equation presented in Attachment J. 

(ii) Projects disturbing 50 acres or more within natural drainage 
systems will be presumed to meet pre-development hydrology 
based on the successful demonstration of one of the following 
conditions: 

1. The site infiltrates on-site at least the runoff from a 2-year, 24-
hour storm event, or 

2. The runoff flow rate, volume, velocity, and duration for the post-
development condition does not exceed the pre-development 
condition for the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall events. These 
conditions must be substantiated by hydrologic modeling 
acceptable to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, or 

3. The Erosion Potential (Ep) in the receiving water channel will 
approximate 1, as determined by a Hydromodification Analysis 
Study and the equation presented in Attachment J. 

(d) Final Criteria 

(i) Each Permittee shall develop and implement watershed specific 
Hydromodification Control Plans (HCPs) no later than 180 days 
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after the State Water Board issues final a Hydromodification Policy 
or criteria.  

(ii) The HCP shall identify:  

1. Stream classifications 

2. Flow rate and duration control methods 

3. Sub-watershed mitigation strategies 

4. Stream and/or riparian buffer restoration measures, which will 
maintain the stream and tributary Erosion Potential at 1 unless 
an alternative value can be shown to be protective of the natural 
drainage systems from erosion, incision, and sedimentation that 
can occur as a result of flow increases from impervious surfaces 
and prevent damage to stream habitat in natural drainage 
system tributaries. 

(iii) The HCP shall contain the following elements: 

1. Hydromodification Management Standards 

2. Natural Drainage Areas and Hydromodification Management 
Control Areas 

3. New Development and Redevelopment Projects subject to the 
HCP 

4. Description of authorized Hydromodification Management 
Control BMPs 

5. Hydromodification Management Control BMP Design Criteria 

6. For flow duration control methods, the range of flows to control 
for, and goodness of fit criteria 

7. Allowable low critical flow, Qc, which initiates sediment transport 

8. Description of the approved Hydromodification Model 

9. Any alternate Hydromodification Management Model and 
Design 

10. Stream Restoration Measures Design Criteria 

11. Monitoring and Effectiveness Assessment 

12. Record Keeping 

13. The HCP shall be deemed in effect upon Executive Officer 
approval. 

vi. Watershed Equivalence.  

Regardless of the methods through which Permittees allow project applicants 
to implement alternative compliance measures, the subwatershed-wide 
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(defined as draining to the same HUC-12 hydrologic area in the Basin Plan) 
result of all development must be at least the same level of water quality 
protection as would have been achieved if all projects utilizing these alternative 
compliance provisions had complied with Part VI.D.6.c.i (Integrated Water 
Quality/Flow Reduction/Resource Management Criteria). 

vii. Annual Report 

Each Permittee shall provide in their annual report to the Regional Water Board 
a list of mitigation project descriptions and pollutant and flow reduction 
analyses (compiled from design specifications submitted by project applicants 
and approved by the Permittee(s)) comparing the expected aggregate results 
of alternative compliance projects to the results that would otherwise have 
been achieved by retaining on site the SWQDv. 
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d. Implementation 

i. Local Ordinance Equivalence 

A Permittee that has adopted a local LID ordinance may submit 
documentation to the Regional Water Board that the alternative requirements 
in the local ordinance will provide equal or greater reduction in storm water 
discharge pollutant loading and volume as would have been obtained through 
strict conformance with Part VI.D.6.c.i. (Integrated Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction Resources Management Criteria) or Part VI.D.6.c.ii. (Alternative 
Compliance  Measures for Technical Infeasibility or Opportunity for Regional  
Ground water Replenishment) of this Order and, if applicable, Part VI.D.6.c.v. 
(Hydromodification (Flow/Volume Duration) Control Criteria.  

(1) Documentation shall be submitted within 180 days after the effective date 
of this Order. 

(2) The Regional Water Board Executive Officer will determine whether 
implementation of the local ordinance provides equivalent pollutant control 
to the applicable provisions of this Order.  Local ordinances that do not 
strictly conform to the provisions of this Order must be approved by the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer as being “equivalent” in effect to 
the applicable provisions of this Order in order to substitute for the 
requirements in Parts VI.D.6.c.i and, where applicable, VI.D.6.c.v.  

(3) Where the Regional Water Board Executive Officer determines that a 
Permittee’s local LID ordinance does not provide equivalent pollutant 
control, the Permittee shall either  

(a) Require conformance with Parts VI.D.6.c.i and, where applicable, 
VI.D.6.c.v, or  

(b) Update its local ordinance to conform to the requirements herein within 
two years of the effective date of this Order.  

ii. Project Coordination 

(1) Each Permittee shall facilitate a process for effective approval of post-
construction storm water control measures. The process shall include: 

(a) Detailed LID site design and BMP review including BMP sizing 
calculations, BMP pollutant removal performance, and municipal 
approval; and 

(b) An established structure for communication and delineated authority 
between and among municipal departments that have jurisdiction over 
project review, plan approval, and project construction through 
memoranda of understanding or an equivalent agreement. 
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iii. Maintenance Agreement and Transfer 

(1) Prior to issuing approval for final occupancy, each Permittee shall require 
that all new development and redevelopment projects subject to post-
construction BMP requirements provide an operation and maintenance 
plan, monitoring plan, where required, and verification of ongoing 
maintenance provisions for LID practices, Treatment Control BMPs, and 
Hydromodification Control BMPs including but not limited to: final map 
conditions, legal agreements, covenants, conditions or restrictions, CEQA 
mitigation requirements, conditional use permits, and/ or other legally 
binding maintenance agreements. 

(a) Verification at a minimum shall include the developer's signed 
statement accepting responsibility for maintenance until the 
responsibility is legally transferred; and either: 

(i) A signed statement from the public entity assuming responsibility 
for BMP maintenance; or 

(ii) Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which require 
the property owner or tenant to assume responsibility for BMP 
maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least once a 
year; or 

(iii) Written text in project covenants, conditions, and restrictions 
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning BMP maintenance 
responsibilities to the Home Owners Association; or 

(iv) Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that 
assigns responsibility for the maintenance of BMPs. 

(b) Each Permittee shall require all development projects subject to post-
construction BMP requirements to provide a plan for the operation and 
maintenance of all structural and treatment controls. The plan shall be 
submitted for examination of relevance to keeping the BMPs in proper 
working order. Where BMPs are transferred to Permittee for ownership 
and maintenance, the plan shall also include all relevant costs for 
upkeep of BMPs in the transfer. Operation and Maintenance plans for 
private BMPs shall be kept on-site for periodic review by Permittee 
inspectors. 

iv. Tracking, Inspection, and Enforcement of Post-Construction BMPs 

(1) Each Permittee shall implement a tracking system and an inspection and 
enforcement program for new development and redevelopment post-
construction storm water no later than 60 days after Order adoption date. 

(a) Implement a GIS or other electronic system for tracking projects that 
have been conditioned for post-construction BMPs.  The electronic 
system, at a minimum, should contain the following information: 
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(i) Municipal Project ID 

(ii) State WDID No. 

(iii) Project Acreage 

(iv) BMP Type and Description 

(v) BMP Location (coordinates) 

(vi) Date of Acceptance 

(vii) Date of Maintenance Agreement 

(viii) Maintenance Records 

(ix) Inspection Date and Summary 

(x) Corrective Action 

(xi) Date Certificate of Occupancy Issued 

(xii) Replacement or Repair Date 

(b) Inspect all development sites upon completion of construction and prior 
to the issuance of occupancy certificates to ensure proper installation 
of LID measures, structural BMPs, treatment control BMPs and 
hydromodification control BMPs. The inspection may be combined with 
other inspections provided it is conducted by trained personnel. 

(c) Verify proper maintenance and operation of post-construction BMPs 
previously approved for new development and redevelopment and 
operated by the Permittee. The post-construction BMP maintenance 
inspection program shall incorporate the following elements: 

(i) Post-construction BMP Maintenance Inspection checklist 

(ii) Inspection at least once every 2 years after project completion, of 
post-construction BMPs to assess operation conditions with 
particular attention to criteria and procedures for post-construction 
treatment control and hydromodification control BMP repair, 
replacement, or re-vegetation. 

(d) For post-construction BMPs operated and maintained by parties other 
than the Permittee, the Permittee shall require annual reports by the 
other parties demonstrating proper maintenance and operations. 

(e) Undertake enforcement action per the established Progressive 
Enforcement Policy as appropriate based on the results of the 
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inspection. See Part VI.D.2 for requirements for the development and 
implementation of a Progressive Enforcement Policy. 

7. Development Construction Program 

a. Each Permittee shall develop, implement, and enforce a construction program 
that:  

i. Prevents illicit construction-related discharges of pollutants into the MS4 and 
receiving waters. 

ii. Implements and maintains structural and non-structural BMPs to reduce 
pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites. 

iii. Reduces construction site discharges of pollutants to the MS4 to the MEP. 

iv. Prevents construction site discharges to the MS4 from causing or contributing 
to a violation of water quality standards. 

b. Each Permittee shall establish for its jurisdiction an enforceable erosion and 
sediment control ordinance for all construction sites that disturb soil. 

c. Applicability 

The provisions contained in Part VI.D.7.d below apply exclusively to construction 
sites less than 1 acre. Provisions contained in Part VI.D.7.e – j, apply exclusively 
to construction sites 1 acre or greater. 

d. Requirements for Construction Sites Less than One Acre 

i. For construction sites less than 1 acre, each Permittee shall: 

(1) Through the use of the Permittee’s erosion and sediment control 
ordinance or and/or building permit, require the implementation of an 
effective combination of erosion and sediment control BMPs from 
Table 12 to prevent erosion and sediment loss, and the discharge of 
construction wastes. 

Table 12.  Minimum Set of BMPs for All Construction Sites 

Erosion Controls 
Scheduling 
Preservation of Existing Vegetation 

Sediment Controls 
Silt Fence 
Sand Bag Barrier 
Stabilized Construction Site Entrance/Exit 

Non-Storm Water 
Management 

Water Conservation Practices 
Dewatering Operations 

Waste Management 

Material Delivery and Storage 
Stockpile Management 
Spill Prevention and Control 
Solid Waste Management 
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Concrete Waste Management 
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management 

 

(2) Possess the ability to identify all construction sites with soil disturbing 
activities that require a permit, regardless of size, and shall be able to 
provide a list of permitted sites upon request of the Regional Water Board. 
Permittees may use existing permit databases or other tracking systems 
to comply with these requirements. 

(3) Inspect construction sites on as needed based on the evaluation of the 
factors that are a threat to water quality. In evaluating the threat to water 
quality, the following factors shall be considered: soil erosion potential; site 
slope; project size and type; sensitivity of receiving water bodies; proximity 
to receiving water bodies; non-storm water discharges; past record of non-
compliance by the operators of the construction site; and any water quality 
issues relevant to the particular MS4. 

(4) Implement the Permittee’s Progressive Enforcement Policy to ensure that 
construction sites are brought into compliance with the erosion and 
sediment control ordinance within a reasonable time period. See Part 
VI.D.2 for requirements for the development and implementation of a 
Progressive Enforcement Policy.   

e. Each Permittee shall require operators of public and private construction sites 
within its jurisdiction to select, install, implement, and maintain BMPs that comply 
with its erosion and sediment control ordinance. 

f. The requirements contained in this part apply to all activities involving soil 
disturbance with the exception of agricultural activities. Activities covered by this 
permit include but are not limited to grading, vegetation clearing, soil compaction, 
paving, re-paving and linear underground/overhead projects (LUPs). 

g. Construction Site Inventory / Electronic Tracking System 

i. Each Permittee shall use an electronic system to inventory grading permits, 
encroachment permits, demolition permits, building permits, or construction 
permits (and any other municipal authorization to move soil and/ or construct 
or destruct that involves land disturbance) issued by the Permittee.  To satisfy 
this requirement, the use of a database or GIS system is recommended. 

ii. Each Permittee shall complete an inventory and continuously update as new 
sites are permitted and sites are completed. The inventory / tracking system 
shall contain, at a minimum:   

(1) Relevant contact information for each project (e.g., name, address, 
phone, email, etc. for the owner and contractor. 

(2) The basic site information including location, status, size of the project 
and area of disturbance. 
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(3) The proximity all water bodies, water bodies listed as impaired by 
sediment-related pollutants, and water bodies for which a sediment-
related TMDL has been adopted and approved by USEPA. 

(4) Significant threat to water quality status, based on consideration of 
factors listed in Appendix 1 to the Statewide General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity 
(Construction General Permit). 

(5) Current construction phase. 

(6) The required inspection frequency. 

(7) The project start date and anticipated completion date. 

(8) Whether the project has submitted a Notice of Intent and obtained 
coverage under the Construction General Permit. 

(9) The date the Permittee approved the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
(ESCP). 

(10) Post-Construction Structural BMPs subject to Operation and 
Maintenance Requirements. 

h. Construction Plan Review and Approval Procedures 

i. Each Permittee shall develop procedures to review and approve relevant 
construction plan documents. 

ii. The review procedures shall be developed and implemented such that the 
following minimum requirements are met: 

(1) Prior to issuing a grading or building permit, each Permittee shall require 
each operator of a construction activity within its jurisdiction to prepare 
and submit an ESCP prior to the disturbance of land for the Permittee’s 
review and written approval. The construction site operator shall be 
prohibited from commencing construction activity prior to receipt of written 
approval by the Permittee. Each Permittee shall not approve any ESCP 
unless it contains appropriate site-specific construction site BMPs that 
meet the minimum requirements of a Permittee’s erosion and sediment 
control ordinance. 

(2) ESCPs must include the elements of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  SWPPPs prepared in accordance with the requirements 
of the Construction General Permit can be accepted as ESCPs. 

(3) At a minimum, the ESCP must address the following elements: 

(a) Methods to minimize the footprint of the disturbed area and to prevent 
soil compaction outside of the disturbed area. 

(b) Methods used to protect native vegetation and trees. 

(c) Sediment/Erosion Control. 

(d) Controls to prevent tracking on and off the site. 
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(e) Non-storm water controls (e.g., vehicle washing, dewatering, etc.). 

(f) Materials Management (delivery and storage). 

(g) Spill Prevention and Control. 

(h) Waste Management (e.g., concrete washout/waste management; 
sanitary waste management). 

(i) Identification of site Risk Level as identified per the requirements in 
Appendix 1 of the Construction General Permit. 

(4) The ESCP must include the rationale for the selection and design of the 
proposed BMPs, including quantifying the expected soil loss from different 
BMPs. 

(5) Each Permittee shall require that the ESCP is developed and certified by a 
Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD). 

(6) Each Permittee shall require that all structural BMPs be designed by a 
licensed California Engineer. 

(7) Each Permittee shall require that for all sites, the landowner or the 
landowner’s agent sign a statement on the ESCP as follows: 

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

(8) Prior to issuing a grading or building permit, each Permittee must verify 
that the construction site operators have existing coverage under 
applicable permits, including, but not limited to the State Water Board’s 
Construction General Permit, State Water Board 401 Water Quality 
Certification, U.S. Army Corp 404 permit, and California Department of 
Fish and Game 1600 Agreement. 

(9) Each Permittee shall develop and implement a checklist to be used to 
conduct and document review of each ESCP. 

i. BMP Implementation Level 

i. Each Permittee shall implement technical standards for the selection, 
installation and maintenance of construction BMPs for all construction sites 
within its jurisdiction. 

ii. The BMP technical standards shall require: 
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(1) The use of BMPs that are tailored to the risks posed by the project. Sites 
are to be ranked from Low Risk (Risk 1) to High Risk (Risk 3). Project 
risks are to be calculated based on the potential for erosion from the site 
and the sensitivity of the receiving water body. Receiving water bodies 
that are listed on the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list for 
sediment or siltation are considered High Risk. Likewise, water bodies 
with designated beneficial uses of SPWN, COLD, and MIGR are also 
considered to be High Risk. The combined (sediment/receiving water) site 
risk shall be calculated using the methods provided in Appendix 1 of the 
Construction General Permit. At a minimum, the BMP technical standards 
shall include requirements for High Risk sites as defined in Table 15. 

(2) The use of BMPs for all construction sites, sites equal or greater to 1 acre, 
and for paving projects per Tables 14 and 16 of this Order. 

(3) Detailed installation designs and cut sheets for use within ESCPs. 

(4) Maintenance expectations for each BMP, or category of BMPs, as 
appropriate.   

iii. Permittees are encouraged to adopt respective BMPs from latest versions of 
the California BMP Handbook, Construction or Caltrans Stormwater Quality 
Handbooks, Construction Site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Manual 
and addenda. Alternatively, Permittees are authorized to develop or adopt 
equivalent BMP standards consistent for Southern California and for the 
range of activities presented below in Tables 13 through 16. 

iv. The local BMP technical standards shall be readily available to the 
development community and shall be clearly referenced within each 
Permittee’s storm water or development services website, ordinance, permit 
approval process and/or ESCP review forms. The local BMP technical 
standards shall also be readily available to the Regional Water Board upon 
request. 

v. Local BMP technical standards shall be available for the following:   

Table 13.  Minimum Set of BMPs for All Construction Sites 

Erosion Controls 
Scheduling 
Preservation of Existing Vegetation 

Sediment Controls 

Silt Fence 
Sand Bag Barrier 
Stabilized Construction Site Entrance/Exit 

Non-Storm water 
Management 

Water Conservation Practices 
Dewatering Operations 

Waste Management 

Material Delivery and Storage 
Stockpile Management 
Spill Prevention and Control 
Solid Waste Management 
Concrete Waste Management 
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Sanitary/Septic Waste Management 
 

Table 14. Additional BMPs Applicable to Construction Sites Disturbing  
1 Acre or More 

Erosion Controls 

Hydraulic Mulch 
Hydroseeding 
Soil Binders 
Straw Mulch 
Geotextiles and Mats 
Wood Mulching 

Sediment Controls 

Fiber Rolls 
Gravel Bag Berm 
Street Sweeping and/ or Vacuum 
Storm Drain Inlet Protection 
Scheduling 
Check Dam 

Additional Controls 

Wind Erosion Controls 
Stabilized Construction Entrance/ Exit 
Stabilized Construction Roadway 
Entrance/ Exit Tire Wash 

Non-Storm water 
Management 

Vehicle and Equipment Washing 
Vehicle and Equipment Fueling 
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 

Waste Management 
Material Delivery and Storage 
Spill Prevention and Control 

 
Table 15. Additional Enhanced BMPs for High Risk Sites 

Erosion Controls 

Hydraulic Mulch 
Hydroseeding 
Soil Binders 
Straw Mulch 
Geotextiles and Mats 
Wood Mulching 
Slope Drains 

Sediment Controls 

Silt Fence 
Fiber Rolls 
Sediment Basin 
Check Dam 
Gravel Bag Berm 
Street Sweeping and/or Vacuum 
Sand Bag Barrier 
Storm Drain Inlet Protection 

Additional Controls 
Wind Erosion Controls 
Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit 
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Stabilized Construction Roadway 
Entrance/Exit Tire Wash 
Advanced Treatment Systems* 

Non-Storm water Management 

Water Conservation Practices 
Dewatering Operations (Ground water 
dewatering only under NPDES Permit 
No. CAG994004) 

Vehicle and Equipment Washing 
Vehicle and Equipment Fueling 
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 

Waste Management 

Material Delivery and Storage 
Stockpile Management 
Spill Prevention and Control 
Solid Waste Management 

*
 Applies to public roadway projects. 

 
Table 16. Minimum Required BMPs for Roadway Paving or Repair Operation (For 
Private or Public Projects) 

1. Restrict paving and repaving activity to exclude periods of rainfall or 
predicted rainfall unless required by emergency conditions. 

2. Install gravel bags and filter fabric or other equivalent inlet protection 
at all susceptible storm drain inlets and at manholes to prevent spills of 
paving products and tack coat. 

3. Prevent the discharge of release agents including soybean oil, other 
oils, or diesel to the storm water drainage system or receiving waters. 

4. Minimize non storm water runoff from water use for the roller and for 
evaporative cooling of the asphalt. 

5.  Clean equipment over absorbent pads, drip pans, plastic sheeting or 
other material to capture all spillage and dispose of properly. 

6. Collect liquid waste in a container, with a secure lid, for transport to a 
maintenance facility to be reused, recycled or disposed of properly. 

7. Collect solid waste by vacuuming or sweeping and securing in an 
appropriate container for transport to a maintenance facility to be 
reused, recycled or disposed of properly. 

8. Cover the “cold-mix” asphalt (i.e., pre-mixed aggregate and asphalt 
binder) with protective sheeting during a rainstorm. 

9. Cover loads with tarp before haul-off to a storage site, and do not 
overload trucks. 

10. Minimize airborne dust by using water spray or other approved dust 
suppressant during grinding. 

11. Avoid stockpiling soil, sand, sediment, asphalt material and asphalt 
grindings materials or rubble in or near storm water drainage system 
or receiving waters. 

12. Protect stockpiles with a cover or sediment barriers during a rain. 
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j. Construction Site Inspection 

i. Each Permittee shall use its legal authority to implement procedures for 
inspecting public and private construction sites.   

ii. The inspection procedures shall be implemented as follows: 

(1) Inspect the public and private construction sites as specified in Table 17 
below: 

Table 17. Inspection Frequencies 

Site Inspection Frequency Shall Occur 

a. All sites 1 acre or larger that discharge to 
a tributary listed by the state as an impaired 
water for sediment or turbidity under the 
CWA § 303(d) 

(1) when two or more consecutive 
days with greater than 50% chance 
of rainfall are predicted by NOAA29, 
(2) within 48 hours of a ½-inch rain 
event and at (3) least once every two 
weeks 

b. Other sites 1 acre or more determined to 
be a significant threat to water quality30 

c. All other construction sites with 1 acre or 
more of soil disturbance not meeting the 
criteria above 

At least monthly  

 
(2) Each Permittee shall inspect all phases of construction as follows: 

(a) Prior to Land Disturbance 

Prior to allowing an operator to commence land disturbance, each 
Permittee shall perform an inspection to ensure all necessary erosion 
and sediment structural and non-structural BMP materials and 
procedures are available per the erosion and sediment control plan. 

(b) During Active Construction, including Land Development31 and Vertical 
Construction32 

In accordance with the frequencies specified in Part VI.D.7.j and 
Table 17 of this Order, each Permittee shall perform an inspection to 
ensure all necessary erosion and sediment structural and non-
structural BMP materials and procedures are available per the erosion 
and sediment control plan throughout the construction process. 

                                            
29

 www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast 
30

 In evaluating the threat to water quality, the following factors shall be considered: soil erosion potential; site slope; project 
size and type; sensitivity of receiving water bodies; proximity to receiving water bodies; non-storm water discharges; past 
record of non-compliance by the operators of the construction site; and any water quality issues relevant to the particular 
MS4. 

31
 Activities include cuts and fills, rough and finished grading; alluvium removals; canyon cleanouts; rock undercuts; keyway 
excavations; stockpiling of select material for capping operations; and excavation and street paving, lot grading, curbs, 
gutters and sidewalks, public utilities, public water facilities including fire hydrants, public sanitary sewer systems, storm 
sewer system and/or other drainage improvement. 

32
 The build out of structures from foundations to roofing, including rough landscaping. 
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(c) Final Landscaping / Site Stabilization33 

At the conclusion of the project and as a condition of approving and/or 
issuing a Certificate of Occupancy, each Permittee shall inspect the 
constructed site to ensure that all graded areas have reached final 
stabilization and that all trash, debris, and construction materials, and 
temporary erosion and sediment BMPs are removed. 

(3) Based on the required frequencies above, each construction project shall 
be inspected a minimum of three times. 

(4) Inspection Standard Operating Procedures 

Each Permittee shall develop, implement, and revise as necessary, 
standard operating procedures that identify the inspection procedures 
each Permittee will follow. Inspections of construction sites, and the 
standard operating procedures, shall include, but are not limited to: 

(a) Verification of active coverage under the Construction General Permit 
for sites disturbing 1 acre or more, or that are part of a planned 
development that will disturb 1 acre or more and a process for referring 
non-filers to the Regional Water Board. 

(b) Review of the applicable ESCP and inspection of the construction site 
to determine whether all BMPs have been selected, installed, 
implemented, and maintained according to the approved plan and 
subsequent approved revisions. 

(c) Assessment of the appropriateness of the planned and installed BMPs 
and their effectiveness. 

(d) Visual observation and record keeping of non-storm water discharges, 
potential illicit discharges and connections, and potential discharge of 
pollutants in storm water runoff. 

(e) Development of a written or electronic inspection report generated 
from an inspection checklist used in the field. 

(f) Tracking of the number of inspections for the inventoried construction 
sites throughout the reporting period to verify that the sites are 
inspected at the minimum frequencies required in Table 17 of this 
Order. 

k. Enforcement 

Each Permittee shall implement its Progressive Enforcement Policy to ensure 
that construction sites are brought into compliance with all storm water 
requirements within a reasonable time period. See Part VI.D.2 for requirements 
for the development and implementation of a Progressive Enforcement Policy. 

l. Permittee Staff Training 

                                            
33

 All soil disturbing activities at each individual parcel within the site have been completed. 
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i. Each Permittee shall ensure that all staff whose primary job duties are related 
to implementing the construction storm water program are adequately trained. 

ii. Each Permittee may conduct in-house training or contract with consultants. 
Training shall be provided to the following staff positions of the MS4: 

(1) Plan Reviewers and Permitting Staff  

Ensure staff and consultants are trained as qualified individuals, 
knowledgeable in the technical review of local erosion and sediment 
control ordinance, local BMP technical standards, ESCP requirements, 
and the key objectives of the State Water Board QSD program. Permittees 
may provide internal training to staff or require staff to obtain QSD 
certification. 

(2) Erosion Sediment Control/Storm Water Inspectors 

Each Permittee shall ensure that its inspectors are knowledgeable in 
inspection procedures consistent with the State Water Board sponsored 
program QSD or a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) or that a 
designated person on staff who has been trained in the key objectives of 
the QSD/QSP programs supervises inspection operations. Each Permittee 
may provide internal training to staff or require staff to obtain QSD/QSP 
certification. Each inspector must be knowledgeable of the local BMP 
technical standards and ESCP requirements. 

(3) Third-Party Plan Reviewers, Permitting Staff, and Inspectors 

If the Permittee utilizes outside parties to conduct inspections and/or 
review plans, each Permittee shall ensure these staff are trained per the 
requirements listed above. 

8. Public Agency Activities Program 

a. Each Permittee shall implement a Public Agency Activities Program to minimize 
storm water pollution impacts from Permittee-owned or operated facilities and 
activities and to identify opportunities to reduce storm water pollution impacts 
from areas of existing development.  Requirements for Public Agency Facilities 
and Activities consist of the following components: 

i. Public Construction Activities Management 

ii. Public Facility Inventory 

iii. Inventory of Existing Development for Retrofitting Opportunities 

iv. Public Facility and Activity Management 

v. Vehicle and Equipment Wash Areas 

vi. Landscape, Park, and Recreational Facilities Management 

vii. Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance 

viii. Streets, Roads, and Parking Facilities Maintenance 
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ix. Emergency Procedures 

x. Municipal Employee and Contractor Training 

b. Public Construction Activities Management  

i. Each Permittee shall implement and comply with the Planning and Land 
Development Program requirements in Part VI.D.6 of this Order at Permittee-
owned or operated (i.e., public or Permittee sponsored) construction projects 
that are categorized under the project types identified in Part VI.D.6.b of this 
Order. 

ii. Each Permittee shall implement and comply with the appropriate 
Development Construction Program requirements in Part VI.D.7 of this Order 
at Permittee-owned or operated construction projects as applicable.    

iii. For Permittee-owned or operated projects (including those under a capital 
improvement project plan) that disturb less than one acre of soil, each 
Permittee shall require an effective combination of erosion and sediment 
control BMPs from Table 13 (see Construction Development Program, 
minimum BMPs). 

iv. Each Permittee shall obtain separate coverage under the Construction 
General Permit for all Permittee-owned or operated construction sites that 
require coverage. 

c. Public Facility Inventory 

i. Each Permittee shall maintain an updated inventory of all Permittee-owned or 
operated (i.e., public) facilities within its jurisdiction that are potential sources 
of storm water pollution.  The incorporation of facility information into a GIS is 
recommended.  Sources to be tracked include but are not limited to the 
following: 

(1) Animal control facilities 

(2) Chemical storage facilities 

(3) Composting facilities 

(4) Equipment storage and maintenance facilities (including landscape 
maintenance-related operations) 

(5) Fueling or fuel storage facilities (including municipal airports) 

(6) Hazardous waste disposal facilities  

(7) Hazardous waste handling and transfer facilities  

(8) Incinerators  

(9) Landfills  

(10) Materials storage yards  

(11) Pesticide storage facilities  
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(12) Fire stations 

(13) Public restrooms  

(14) Public parking lots  

(15) Public golf courses  

(16) Public swimming pools  

(17) Public parks  

(18) Public works yards  

(19) Public marinas  

(20) Recycling facilities  

(21) Solid waste handling and transfer facilities  

(22) Vehicle storage and maintenance yards  

(23) Storm water management facilities (e.g., detention basins) 

(24) All other Permittee-owned or operated facilities or activities that each 
Permittee determines may contribute a substantial pollutant load to the 
MS4. 

ii. Each Permittee shall include the following minimum fields of information for 
each Permittee-owned or operated facility in its inventory. 

(1) Name of facility  

(2) Name of facility manager and contact information 

(3) Address of facility (physical and mailing) 

(4) A narrative description of activities performed and potential pollution 
sources. 

(5) Coverage under the Industrial General Permit or other individual or 
general NPDES permits or any applicable waiver issued by the Regional 
or State Water Board pertaining to storm water discharges. 

iii. Each Permittee shall update its inventory at least twice during the term of the 
Order.  The update shall be accomplished through collection of new 
information obtained through field activities or through other readily available 
inter and intra-agency informational databases (e.g., property management, 
land-use approvals, accounting and depreciation ledger account, and similar 
information). 

d. Inventory of Existing Development for Retrofitting Opportunities 

i. Each Permittee shall develop an inventory of retrofitting opportunities that 
meets the requirements of this Part VI.8.D. Retrofit opportunities shall be 
identified within the public right-of-way or in coordination with a TMDL 
implementation plan(s). The goals of the existing development retrofitting 
inventory are to address the impacts of existing development through regional 
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or sub-regional retrofit projects that reduce the discharges of storm water 
pollutants into the MS4 and prevent discharges from the MS4 from causing or 
contributing to a violation of water quality standards as defined in Part V.A, 
Receiving Water Limitations. 

ii. Each Permittee shall screen existing areas of development to identify 
candidate areas for retrofitting using watershed models or other screening 
level tools.  

iii. Each Permittee shall evaluate and rank the areas of existing development 
identified in the screening to prioritize retrofitting candidates. Criteria for 
evaluation may include but are not limited to: 

(1) Feasibility, including general private and public land availability; 

(2) Cost effectiveness; 

(3) Pollutant removal effectiveness; 

(4) Tributary area potentially treated; 

(5) Maintenance requirements; 

(6) Landowner cooperation; 

(7) Neighborhood acceptance; 

(8) Aesthetic qualities; 

(9) Efficacy at addressing concern; and 

(10) Potential improvements to public health and safety. 

iv. Each Permittee shall consider the results of the evaluation in the following 
programs: 

(1) The Permittee’s storm water management program: Highly feasible 
projects expected to benefit water quality should be given a high priority to 
implement source control and treatment control BMPs in a Permittee’s 
SQMP. 

(2) Off-site mitigation for New Development and Redevelopment: Each 
Permittee shall consider high priority retrofit projects as candidates for off-
site mitigation projects per Part VI.D.6.c.iii.(4).(d). 

(3) Where feasible, at the discretion of the Permittee, the existing 
development retrofitting program may be coordinated with flood control 
projects and other infrastructure improvement programs per 
Part VI.D.8.e.ii.(2) below. 

v. Each Permittee shall cooperate with private landowners to encourage site 
specific retrofitting projects. Each Permittee shall consider the following 
practices in cooperating with private landowners to retrofit existing 
development: 

(1) Demonstration retrofit projects; 
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(2) Retrofits on public land and easements that treat runoff from private 
developments; 

(3) Education and outreach; 

(4) Subsidies for retrofit projects; 

(5) Requiring retrofit projects as enforcement, mitigation or ordinance 
compliance; 

(6) Public and private partnerships; 

(7) Fees for existing discharges to the MS4 and reduction of fees for retrofit 
implementation. 

e. Public Agency Facility and Activity Management 

i. Each Permittee shall obtain separate coverage under the Industrial General 
Permit for all Permittee-owned or operated facilities where industrial activities 
are conducted that require coverage under the Industrial General Permit. 

ii. Each Permittee shall implement the following measures for Permittee- owned 
and operated flood management projects: 

(1) Develop procedures to assess the impacts of flood management projects 
on the water quality of receiving water bodies; and 

(2) Evaluate existing structural flood control facilities to determine if retrofitting 
the facility to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is 
feasible. 

iii. Each Permittee shall ensure the implementation and maintenance of activity 
specific BMPs listed in Table 18 (BMPs for Public Agency Facilities and 
Activities) when such activities occur at Permittee-owned or operated facilities 
and field activities (e.g., project sites) including but not limited to the facility 
types listed in Part VI.D.8.c above, and at any area that includes the activities 
described in Table 18, or that have the potential to discharge pollutants in 
storm water.   

iv. Any contractors hired by the Permittee to conduct Public Agency Activities 
including, but not limited to, storm and/or sanitary sewer system inspection 
and repair, street sweeping, trash pick-up and disposal, and street and right-
of-way construction and repair shall be contractually required to implement 
and maintain the activity specific BMPs listed in Table 18.  Each Permittee 
shall conduct oversight of contractor activities to ensure these BMPs are 
implemented and maintained. 

v. Permittee-owned or operated facilities that have obtained coverage under the 
Industrial General Permit shall implement and maintain BMPs consistent with 
the associated SWPPP and are therefore not required to implement and 
maintain the activity specific BMPs listed in Table 18. 

vi. Effective source control BMPs for the activities listed in Table 18 shall be 
implemented at Permittee-owned or operated facilities, unless the pollutant 
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generating activity does not occur.  Each Permittee shall require 
implementation of additional BMPs where storm water from the MS4 
discharges to a significant ecological area (SEA, see Attachment A for 
definition), a water body subject to TMDL provisions in Part 7, or a CWA § 
303(d) listed water body (see Part VI.E below).  Likewise, for those BMPs that 
are not adequately protective of water quality standards, a Permittee may 
require additional site-specific controls. 

Table 18. BMPs for Public Agency Facilities and Activities 

General and Activity Specific BMPs 

General BMPs 

Scheduling and Planning 
Spill Prevention and Control 
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management 
Material Use 
Safer Alternative Products 
Vehicle/Equipment Cleaning, Fueling and 
Maintenance 
Illicit Connection Detection, Reporting and Removal 
Illegal Spill Discharge Control 
Maintenance Facility Housekeeping Practices 

Flexible Pavement 

Asphalt Cement Crack and Joint Grinding/ Sealing 
Asphalt Paving 
Structural Pavement Failure (Digouts) Pavement 
Grinding and Paving 
Emergency Pothole Repairs 
Sealing Operations 

Rigid Pavement 
Portland Cement Crack and Joint Sealing 
Mudjacking and Drilling 
Concrete Slab and Spall Repair 

Slope/ Drains/ 
Vegetation 

Shoulder Grading 
Nonlandscaped Chemical Vegetation Control 
Nonlandscaped Mechanical Vegetation Control/ 
Mowing 
Nonlandscaped Tree and Shrub Pruning, Brush 
Chipping, Tree and Shrub Removal 
Fence Repair 
Drainage Ditch and Channel Maintenance 
Drain and Culvert Maintenance 
Curb and Sidewalk Repair 

Litter/ Debris/ Graffiti 

Sweeping Operations 
Litter and Debris Removal 
Emergency Response and Cleanup Practices 
Graffiti Removal 

Landscaping 
Chemical Vegetation Control 
Manual Vegetation Control 
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General and Activity Specific BMPs 

Landscaped Mechanical Vegetation Control/ Mowing 
Landscaped Tree and Shrub Pruning, Brush Chipping, 
Tree and Shrub Removal 
Irrigation Line Repairs 
Irrigation (Watering), Potable and Nonpotable 

Environmental 

Storm Drain Stenciling 
Roadside Slope Inspection 
Roadside Stabilization 
Stormwater Treatment Devices 
Traction Sand Trap Devices 

Bridges 

Welding and Grinding 
Sandblasting, Wet Blast with Sand Injection and 
Hydroblasting 
Painting 
Bridge Repairs 

Other Structures 

Pump Station Cleaning 
Tube and Tunnel Maintenance and Repair 
Tow Truck Operations 
Toll Booth Lane Scrubbing Operations 

Electrical Sawcutting for Loop Installation 

Traffic Guidance 

Thermoplastic Striping and Marking 
Paint Striping and Marking 
Raised/ Recessed Pavement Marker Application and 
Removal 
Sign Repair and Maintenance 
Median Barrier and Guard Rail Repair 
Emergency Vehicle Energy Attenuation Repair 

Storm Maintenance Minor Slides and Slipouts Cleanup/ Repair 

Management and 
Support 

Building and Grounds Maintenance 
Storage of Hazardous Materials (Working Stock) 
Material Storage Control (Hazardous Waste) 
Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials 
Vehicle and Equipment Fueling 
Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning 
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Repair 
Aboveground and Underground Tank Leak and Spill 
Control 

 
f. Vehicle and Equipment Washing 

i. Each Permittee shall implement and maintain the activity specific BMPs listed 
in Table 18 (BMPs for Public Agency Facilities and Activities) for all fixed 
vehicle and equipment washing; including fire fighting and emergency 
response vehicles. 
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ii. Each Permittee shall prevent discharges of wash waters from vehicle and 
equipment washing by implementing any of the following measures at existing 
facilities with vehicle or equipment wash areas: 

(1) Self-contain, and haul off for disposal; or 

(2) Equip with a clarifier or an alternative pre-treatment device and plumb to 
the sanitary sewer in accordance with applicable waste water provider 
regulations. 

iii. Each Permittee shall ensure that any municipal facilities constructed, 
redeveloped, or replaced shall not discharge wastewater from vehicle and 
equipment wash areas to the MS4 by plumbing all areas to the sanitary sewer 
in accordance with applicable waste water provider regulations, or self-
containing all waste water/ wash water and hauling to a point of legal 
disposal. 

g. Landscape, Park, and Recreational Facilities Management 

i. Each Permittee shall implement and maintain the activity specific BMPs listed 
in Table 18 for all public right-of-ways, flood control facilities and open 
channels, lakes and reservoirs, and landscape, park, and recreational 
facilities and activities. 

ii. Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is an ecosystem-based strategy that 
focuses on long-term prevention of pests or their damage through a 
combination of techniques such as biological control, habitat manipulation, 
modification of cultural practices, and use of resistant varieties. Each 
Permittee shall implement an IPM program  that includes the following: 

(1) Pesticides are used only if monitoring indicates they are needed, and 
pesticides are applied according to applicable permits and established 
guidelines. 

(2) Treatments are made with the goal of removing only the target organism. 

(3) Pest controls are selected and applied in a manner that minimizes risks to 
human health, beneficial non-target organisms, and the environment. 

(4) The use of pesticides, including Organophosphates and Pyrethroids, does 
not threaten water quality. 

(5) Partner with other agencies and organizations to encourage the use of 
IPM.    

(6) Adopt and verifiably implement policies, procedures, and/ or ordinances 
requiring the minimization of pesticide use and encouraging the use of 
IPM techniques (including beneficial insects) for Public Agency Facilities 
and Activities. 

(7) Policies, procedures, and ordinances shall include commitments and a 
schedule to reduce the use of pesticides that cause impairment of surface 
waters by implementing the following procedures: 
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(a) Prepare and annually update an inventory of pesticides used by all 
internal departments, divisions, and other operational units. 

(b) Quantify pesticide use by staff and hired contractors. 

(c) Demonstrate implementation of IPM alternatives where feasible to 
reduce pesticide use. 

iii. Each Permittee shall implement the following requirements: 

(1) Use a standardized protocol for the routine and non-routine application of 
pesticides (including pre-emergents), and fertilizers. 

(2) Ensure there is no application of pesticides or fertilizers (1) when two or 
more consecutive days with greater than 50% chance of rainfall are 
predicted by NOAA34, (2) within 48 hours of a ½-inch rain event, or (3) 
when water is flowing off the area where the application is to occur.  This 
requirement does not apply to the application of aquatic pesticides 
described in Part VI.D.8.g.iii.(1) above. 

(3) Ensure that no banned or unregistered pesticides are stored or applied. 

(4) Ensure that all staff applying pesticides are certified in the appropriate 
category by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, or are 
under the direct supervision of a pesticide applicator certified in the 
appropriate category. 

(5) Implement procedures to encourage the retention and planting of native 
vegetation to reduce water, pesticide and fertilizer needs; and 

(6) Store pesticides and fertilizers indoors or under cover on paved surfaces, 
or use secondary containment. 

(a) Reduce the use, storage, and handling of hazardous materials to 
reduce the potential for spills. 

(b) Regularly inspect storage areas. 

h. Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance 

i. Each Permittee shall implement and maintain the activity specific BMPs listed 
in Table 18 for storm drain operation and maintenance. 

ii. Ensure that all material removed from the MS4 does not reenter the system.  
Solid material shall be dewatered in a contained area and liquid material shall 
be disposed in accordance with any of the following measures: 

(1) Self-contain, and haul off for legal disposal; or 

(2) Equip with a clarifier or an alternative pre-treatment device; and plumb to 
the sanitary sewer in accordance with applicable waste water provider 
regulations. 

iii. Catch Basin Cleaning     

                                            
34

 www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast 
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(1) In areas that are not subject to a trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
determine priority areas and shall update its map or list of Catch Basins 
with their GPS coordinates and priority: 

Priority A: Catch basins that are designated as consistently generating 
the highest volumes of trash and/or debris. 

Priority B: Catch basins that are designated as consistently generating 
moderate volumes of trash and/or debris. 

Priority C: Catch basins that are designated as generating low volumes 
of trash and/or debris. 

The map or list shall contain the rationale or data to support priority 
designations. 

(2) In areas that are not subject to a trash TMDL, each Permittee shall inspect 
catch basins according to the following schedule: 

Priority A: A minimum of 3 times during the wet season (October 1 
through April 15) and once during the dry season every year. 

Priority B: A minimum of once during the wet season and once during the 
dry season every year. 

Priority C: A minimum of once per year. 

Catch basins shall be cleaned as necessary on the basis of inspections. 
At a minimum, Permittees shall ensure that any catch basin that is 
determined to be at least 25% full of trash shall be cleaned out. Permittees 
shall maintain inspection and cleaning records for Regional Water Board 
review. 

(3) In areas that are subject to a trash TMDL, the subject Permittees shall 
implement the applicable provisions in Part VI.E. 

iv. Trash Management at Public Events 

(1) Each Permittee shall require the following measures for any event in the 
public right of way or wherever it is foreseeable that substantial quantities 
of trash and litter may be generated, including events located in areas that 
are subject to a trash TMDL: 

(a) Proper management of trash and litter generated; and 

(b) Arrangement for temporary screens to be placed on catch basins; or 

(c) Provide clean out of catch basins, trash receptacles, and grounds in 
the event area within 24 hours subsequent to the event. 

v. Trash Receptacles 

(1) Each Permittee shall ensure trash receptacles, or equivalent trash 
capturing devices, are covered in areas newly identified as high trash 
generation areas within its jurisdiction. 
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(2) Each Permittee shall ensure that all trash receptacles are cleaned out and 
maintained as necessary to prevent trash overflow. 

vi. Catch Basin Labels and Open Channel Signage 

(1) Each Permittee shall label all storm drain inlets that they own with a 
legible “no dumping” message. 

(2) Each Permittee shall inspect the legibility of the stencil or label nearest 
each inlet prior to the wet season every year. 

(3) Each Permittee shall record all catch basins with illegible stencils and re-
stencil or re-label within 180 days of inspection. 

(4) Each Permittee shall post signs, referencing local code(s) that prohibit 
littering and illegal dumping, at designated public access points to open 
channels, creeks, urban lakes, and other relevant water bodies. 

vii. Additional Trash Management Practices 

(1) In areas that are not subject to a trash TMDL, each Permittee shall install 
trash excluders, or equivalent devices, on or in catch basins or outfalls to 
prevent the discharge of trash to the MS4 or receiving water no later than 
two years after the effective date of this Order in areas defined as Priority 
A (Part VI.D.8.h.iii.(1)) except at sites where the application of such 
BMP(s) alone will cause flooding. Lack of maintenance that causes 
flooding is not an acceptable exception to the requirement to install BMPs.  
Alternatively, each Permittee may implement alternative or enhanced 
BMPs beyond the provisions of this Order (such as but not limited to 
increased street sweeping, adding trash cans near trash generation sites, 
prompt enforcement of trash accumulation, increased trash collection on 
public property, increased litter prevention messages or trash nets within 
the MS4) that provide substantially equivalent removal of trash.  Each 
Permittee shall demonstrate that BMPs, which substituted for trash 
excluders, provide equivalent trash removal performance as excluders.  
When outfall trash capture is provided, revision of the schedule for 
inspection and cleanout of catch basins in Part VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) shall be 
reported in the next year’s annual report.   

viii. Storm Drain Maintenance  

Each Permittee shall implement a program for Storm Drain Maintenance that 
includes the following: 

(1) Visual monitoring of Permittee-owned open channels and other drainage 
structures, including debris basins, for debris at least annually. 

(2) Removal of trash and debris from open channels and debris basins a 
minimum of once per year before the wet season. 

(3) Elimination of the discharge of contaminants during MS4 maintenance and 
clean outs. 
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(4) Proper disposal of debris and trash removed during storm drain 
maintenance. 

ix. Infiltration from Sanitary Sewer to MS4/Preventive Maintenance 

(1) Each Permittee shall implement controls and measures to prevent and 
eliminate infiltration of seepage from sanitary sewers to MS4s through 
thorough, routine preventive maintenance of the MS4. 

(2) Each Permittee that operates both a municipal sanitary sewer system and 
a MS4 must implement controls and measures to prevent and eliminate 
infiltration of seepage from the sanitary sewers to the MS4s that must 
include overall sanitary sewer and MS4 surveys and thorough, routine 
preventive maintenance of both.  Implementation of a Sewer System 
Management Plan in accordance with the Statewide General Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems, may be used to 
fulfill this requirement. 

(3) Each Permittee shall implement controls to limit infiltration of seepage 
from sanitary sewers to the MS4 where necessary. Such controls must 
include: 

(a) Adequate plan checking for construction and new development; 

(b) Incident response training for its municipal employees that identify 
sanitary sewer spills; 

(c) Code enforcement inspections; 

(d) MS4 maintenance and inspections; 

(e) Interagency coordination with sewer agencies; and 

(f) Proper education of its municipal staff and contractors conducting field 
operations on the MS4 or its municipal sanitary sewer (if applicable). 

x. Permittee Owned Treatment Control BMPs  

(1) Each Permittee shall implement an inspection and maintenance program 
for all Permittee owned treatment control BMPs, including post-
construction treatment control BMPs. 

(2) Each Permittee shall ensure proper operation of all treatment control 
BMPs and maintain them as necessary for proper operation, including all 
post-construction treatment control BMPs. 

(3) Any residual water35 produced by a treatment control BMP and not being 
internal to the BMP performance when being maintained shall be: 

(a) Hauled away and legally disposed of; or 

(b) Applied to the land without runoff; or  

(c) Discharged to the sanitary sewer system (with permits or 
authorization); or 

                                            
35

 To be defined in Definitions (see Attachment A)  
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(d) Treated or filtered to remove bacteria, sediments, nutrients, and meet 
the limitations set in Table 19 (Discharge Limitations for Dewatering 
Treatment BMPs), prior to discharge to the MS4. 

Table 19. Discharge Limitations for Dewatering Treatment BMPs36 

Parameter Units Limitation 
Total Suspended Solids mg/L 100 
Turbidity NTU 50 
Oil and Grease mg/L 10 

 
i. Streets, Roads, and Parking Facilities Maintenance 

i. Each Permittee shall designate streets and/or street segments within its 
jurisdiction as one of the following: 

Priority A: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as 
consistently generating the highest volumes of trash and/or 
debris. 

Priority B: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as 
consistently generating moderate volumes of trash and/or debris. 

Priority C: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as generating 
low volumes of trash and/or debris. 

ii. Each Permittee shall perform street sweeping of curbed streets according to 
the following schedule: 

Priority A: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as Priority A 
shall be swept at least two times per month. 

Priority B: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as Priority B 
shall be swept at least once per month. 

Priority C: Streets and/or street segments that are designated as Priority C 
shall be swept as necessary but in no case less than once per 
year. 

iii. Road Reconstruction  

Each Permittee shall require that for any project that includes roadbed or 
street paving, repaving, patching, digouts, or resurfacing roadbed surfaces, 
that the following BMPs be implemented for each project. 

(1) Restrict paving and repaving activity to exclude periods of rainfall or 
predicted rainfall37 unless required by emergency conditions. 

(2) Install sand bags or gravel bags and filter fabric at all susceptible storm 
drain inlets and at manholes to prevent spills of paving products and tack 
coat; 

                                            
36

  Technology based effluent limits. 
37

 A probability of precipitation (POP) of 50% is required.  

RB-AR3667



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Limitations and Discharge Requirements 105 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

(3) Prevent the discharge of release agents including soybean oil, other oils, 
or diesel into the MS4 or receiving waters. 

(4) Prevent non-storm water runoff from water use for the roller and for 
evaporative cooling of the asphalt. 

(5) Clean equipment over absorbent pads, drip pans, plastic sheeting or 
other material to capture all spillage and dispose of properly. 

(6) Collect liquid waste in a container, with a secure lid, for transport to a 
maintenance facility to be reused, recycled or disposed of properly. 

(7) Collect solid waste by vacuuming or sweeping and securing in an 
appropriate container for transport to a maintenance facility to be reused, 
recycled or disposed of properly. 

(8) Cover the “cold-mix” asphalt (i.e., pre-mixed aggregate and asphalt 
binder) with protective sheeting during a rainstorm. 

(9) Cover loads with tarp before haul-off to a storage site, and do not 
overload trucks. 

(10) Minimize airborne dust by using water spray during grinding. 

(11) Avoid stockpiling soil, sand, sediment, asphalt material and asphalt 
grindings materials or rubble in or near MS4 or receiving waters. 

(12) Protect stockpiles with a cover or sediment barriers during a rain. 

iv. Parking Facilities Maintenance  

(1) Permittee-owned parking lots exposed to storm water shall be kept clear 
of debris and excessive oil buildup and cleaned using street sweeping 
equipment no less than 2 times per month and/or inspected no less than 
2 times per month to determine if cleaning is necessary.  In no case shall 
a Permittee-owned parking lot be cleaned less than once a month. 

j. Emergency Procedures  

i. Each Permittee may conduct repairs of essential public service systems and 
infrastructure in emergency situations with a self-waiver of the provisions of 
this Order as follows: 

(1) The Permittee shall abide by all other regulatory requirements, including 
notification to other agencies as appropriate. 

(2) Where the self-waiver has been invoked, the Permittee shall submit to the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer a statement of the occurrence of 
the emergency, an explanation of the circumstances, and the measures 
that were implemented to reduce the threat to water quality, no later than 
30 business days after the situation of emergency has passed. 

(3) Minor repairs of essential public service systems and infrastructure in 
emergency situations (that can be completed in less than one day) are not 
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subject to the notification provisions.  Appropriate BMPs to reduce the 
threat to water quality shall be implemented. 

k. Municipal Employee and Contractor Training 

i. Each Permittee shall, no later than 1 year after Order adoption and annually 
thereafter before June 30, train all of their employees and contractors in 
targeted positions (whose interactions, jobs, and activities affect storm water 
quality) on the requirements of the overall storm water management program 
to: 

(1) Promote a clear understanding of the potential for activities to pollute 
storm water. 

(2) Identify opportunities to require, implement, and maintain appropriate 
BMPs in their line of work. 

ii. Each Permittee shall, no later than 1 year after Order adoption and annually 
thereafter before June 30, train all of their employees and contractors who 
use or have the potential to use pesticides or fertilizers (whether or not they 
normally apply these as part of their work).  Training programs shall address: 

(1) The potential for pesticide-related surface water toxicity. 

(2) Proper use, handling, and disposal of pesticides. 

(3) Least toxic methods of pest prevention and control, including IPM. 

(4) Reduction of pesticide use. 

9. Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges Elimination Program 

a. General  

i. Each Permittee shall continue to implement an Illicit Connection and Illicit 
Discharge Elimination (IC/ID) Program to detect, investigate, and eliminate 
IC/IDs to the MS4.  The IC/ID Program must be implemented in accordance 
with the requirements and performance measures specified in this Order. 

ii. As stated in Part VI.F.1 of this Order, each Permittee must have adequate 
legal authority to prohibit IC/IDs to the MS4 and enable enforcement 
capabilities to eliminate the source of IC/IDs. 

iii. Each Permittee’s IC/ID Program shall consist of at least the following major 
program components: 

(1) Procedures for conducting source investigations for IC/IDs 

(2) Procedures for eliminating the source of IC/IDs 

(3) Procedures for public reporting of illicit discharges 

(4) Spill response plan 

(5) IC/IDs education and training for Permittee staff 
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b. Illicit Discharge Source Investigation and Elimination  

i. Each Permittee shall develop written procedures for conducting investigations 
to identify the source of all suspected illicit discharges, including procedures 
to eliminate the discharge once the source is located.   

ii. At a minimum, each Permittee shall initiate an investigation(s) to identify and 
locate the source within 72 hours of becoming aware of the illicit discharge.   

iii. When conducting investigations, each Permittee shall comply with the 
following: 

(1) Illicit discharges suspected of being sanitary sewage and/or significantly 
contaminated shall be investigated first. 

(2) Each Permittee shall track all investigations to document at a minimum the 
date(s) the illicit discharge was observed; the results of the investigation; 
any follow-up of the investigation; and the date the investigation was 
closed. 

(3) Each Permittee shall investigate the source of all observed illicit 
discharges. 

iv. When taking corrective action to eliminate illicit discharges, each Permittee 
shall comply with the following: 

(1) If the source of the illicit discharge has been determined to originate within 
the Permittee’s jurisdiction, the Permittee shall immediately notify the 
responsible party/parties of the problem, and require the responsible party 
to initiate all necessary corrective actions to eliminate the illicit discharge.  
Upon being notified that the discharge has been eliminated, the Permittee 
shall conduct a follow-up investigation to verify that the discharge has 
been eliminated and cleaned-up to the satisfaction of the Permittee(s). 
Each Permittee shall document its follow-up investigation. Each Permittee 
may seek recovery and remediation costs from responsible parties or 
require compensation for the cost of all inspection, investigation, cleanup 
and oversight activities. Resulting enforcement actions shall follow the 
program’s Progressive Enforcement Policy, per Part VI.D.2. 

(2) If the source of the illicit discharge has been determined to originate within 
an upstream jurisdiction, the Permittee shall notify the upstream 
jurisdiction and the Regional Water Board within 30 days of such 
determination and provide all of the information collected regarding efforts 
to identify its source.  Each Permittee may seek recovery and remediation 
costs from responsible parties or require compensation for the cost of all 
inspection, investigation, cleanup and oversight activities. Resulting 
enforcement actions shall follow the program’s Progressive Enforcement 
Policy, per Part VI.D.2. 

(3) If the source of the illicit discharge cannot be traced to a suspected 
responsible party, affected Permittees shall implement its spill response 
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plan and then initiate a permanent solution as described in section 9.b.v 
below. 

v. In the event the Permittee is unable to eliminate an ongoing illicit discharge 
following full execution of its legal authority and in accordance with its 
Progressive Enforcement Policy, or other circumstances prevent the full 
elimination of an ongoing illicit discharge, including the inability to find the 
responsible party/parties, the Permittee shall provide for diversion of the 
entire flow to the sanitary sewer or provide treatment. In either instance, the 
Permittee shall notify the Regional Water Board in writing within 30 days of 
such determination and shall provide a written plan for review and comment 
that describes the efforts that have been undertaken to eliminate the illicit 
discharge, a description of the actions to be undertaken, anticipated costs, 
and a schedule for completion.   

c. Identification and Response to Illicit Connections  

i. Systematic Visual Inspections for Illicit Connections 

The LACFCD shall continue the systematic field visual inspections of its MS4 
for illicit connections in accordance with the following schedule: 

(1) Open channels:  No later than one year after the effective date of this 
Order, and annually thereafter. 

(2) Underground storm drains identified by the LACFCD as high priority:  No 
later than three years after the effective date of this Order. 

(3) Underground storm drains with a diameter of 36 inches or greater:   No 
later than by the Order expiration date. 

ii. Investigation 

Each Permittee, upon discovery or upon receiving a report of a suspected 
illicit connection, shall initiate an investigation within 21 days, to determine the 
following: (1) source of the connection, (2) nature and volume of discharge 
through the connection, and (3) responsible party for the connection. 

iii. Elimination 

Each Permittee, upon confirmation of an illicit MS4 connection, shall ensure 
that the connection is:  

(1) Permitted or documented, provided the connection will only discharge 
storm water and non-storm water allowed under this Order or other 
individual or general NPDES Permits/WDRs, or 

(2) Eliminated within 180 days of completion of the investigation, using its 
formal enforcement authority, if necessary, to eliminate the illicit 
connection. 

iv. Documentation 

Formal records must be maintained for all illicit connection investigations and 
the formal enforcement taken to eliminate illicit connections.   
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d. Public Reporting of Non-Storm Water Discharges and Spills   

i. Each Permittee shall promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of illicit 
discharges or water quality impacts associated with discharges into or from 
MS4s through a central contact point, including phone numbers and an 
internet site for complaints and spill reporting.  Each Permittee shall also 
provide the reporting hotline to Permittee staff to leverage the field staff that 
has direct contact with the MS4 in detecting and eliminating illicit discharges. 

ii. Each Permittee shall implement the central point of contact and reporting 
hotline requirements listed in this part in one or more of the following 
methods: 

(1) By participating in a County-wide sponsored hotline 

(2) By participating in one or more Watershed Group sponsored hotlines 

(3) Or individually within its own jurisdiction 

(4) The LACFCD shall, in collaboration with the County, continue to maintain 
the 888-CLEAN-LA hotline and internet site to promote, publicize, and 
facilitate public reporting of illicit discharges or water quality impacts 
associated with discharges into or from MS4s. 

iii. Each Permittee shall ensure that signage adjacent to open channels, as 
required in Part F.8.h.vi, include information regarding dumping prohibitions 
and public reporting of illicit discharges. 

iv. Each Permittee shall develop and maintain written procedures that document 
how complaint calls are received, documented, and tracked to ensure that all 
complaints are adequately addressed.  The procedures shall be evaluated to 
determine whether changes or updates are needed to ensure that the 
procedures accurately document the methods employed by the Permittee.  
Any identified changes shall be made to the procedures subsequent to the 
evaluation. 

v. Each Permittee shall maintain documentation of the complaint calls and 
record the location of the reported spill or IC/ ID and the actions undertaken in 
response to all IC/ID complaints, including referrals to other agencies. 

e. Spill Response Plan  

i. Each Permittee shall implement a spill response plan for all sewage and other 
spills that may discharge into its MS4. The spill response plan shall clearly 
identify agencies responsible for spill response and cleanup, telephone 
numbers and e-mail address for contacts, and shall contain at a minimum the 
following requirements: 

(1) Coordination with spill response teams throughout all appropriate 
departments, programs and agencies so that maximum water quality 
protection is provided. 
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(2) Initiate investigation of all public and employee spill complaints within one 
business day of receiving the complaint to assess validity. 

(3) Response to spills for containment within 4 hours of becoming aware of 
the spill, except where such spills occur on private property, in which case 
the response should be within 2 hours of gaining legal access to the 
property. 

(4) Spills that may endanger health or the environment shall be reported to 
appropriate public health agencies and the Office of Emergency Services 
(OES). 

f. Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Education and Training  

i. Each Permittee must continue to implement a training program regarding the 
identification of IC/IDs for all municipal field staff, who, as part of their normal 
job responsibilities (e.g., street sweeping, storm drain maintenance, collection 
system maintenance, road maintenance), may come into contact with or 
otherwise observe an illicit discharge or illicit connection to the MS4.  Contact 
information, including the procedure for reporting an illicit discharge, must be 
readily available to field staff.  Training program documents must be available 
for review by the permitting authority. 

ii. Each Permittee shall ensure contractors performing privatized/contracted 
municipal services such as, but not limited to, storm and/or sanitary sewer 
system inspection and repair, street sweeping, trash pick-up and disposal, 
and street and right-of-way construction and repair are trained regarding IC/ID 
identification and reporting. Permittees may provide training or include 
contractual requirements for IC/ID identification and reporting training. 

iii. Each Permittee’s training program should address, at a minimum, the 
following: 

(1) IC/ID identification, including definitions and examples,  

(2) investigation, 

(3) elimination,  

(4) cleanup,  

(5) reporting, and  

(6) documentation.  

iv. Each Permittee must create a list of applicable positions and contractors 
which require IC/ID training and ensure that training is provided at least twice 
during the term of the Order.  Each Permittee must maintain documentation of 
the training activities. 

v. New Permittee staff members must be provided with IC/ID training within 180 
days of starting employment. 
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E. Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions 

1. The provisions of this Part VI.E. implement and are consistent with the assumptions 
and requirements of all waste load allocations (WLAs) established in TMDLs for 
which some or all of the Permittees in this Order are responsible. 

a. Part VI.E of this Order includes provisions that are designed to assure that 
Permittees achieve WLAs and meet other requirements of TMDLs covering 
receiving waters impacted by the Permittees’ MS4 discharges. TMDL provisions 
are grouped by WMA (WMA) in Attachments L through R. 

b. The Permittees subject to each TMDL are identified in Attachment K. 

c. The Permittees shall comply with the applicable water quality-based effluent 
limitations and/or receiving water limitations contained in Attachments L through 
R, consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the WLAs established in 
the TMDLs, including implementation plans and schedules, where provided for in 
the State adoption and approval of the TMDL (40 CFR §122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B); Cal. 
Wat. Code §13263(a)). 

d. A Permittee may comply with water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations in Attachments L through R using any lawful means. 

2. Compliance Determination 

a. General 

i. A Permittee shall demonstrate compliance at compliance monitoring points 
established in each TMDL or, if not specified in the TMDL, at locations 
identified in an approved TMDL monitoring plan or in accordance with an 
approved integrated monitoring program per Attachment E, Part VI.C.5 
(Integrated Watershed Monitoring and Assessment). 

ii. Compliance with water quality-based effluent limitations shall be determined 
as described in Parts VI.E.2.d and VI.E.2.e, or for trash water quality-based 
effluent limitations as described in Part VI.E.5.b, or as otherwise set forth in 
TMDL specific provisions in Attachments L through R. 

iii. Pursuant to Part VI.C, a Permittee may, individually or as part of a watershed-
based group, develop and submit for approval by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer a Watershed Management Program that addresses all 
water quality-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations to 
which the Permittee is subject pursuant to established TMDLs. 

b. Commingled Discharges 

i. A number of the TMDLs establish WLAs that are assigned jointly to a group of 
Permittees whose storm water and/or non-storm water discharges are or may 
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be commingled in the MS4 prior to discharge to the receiving water subject to 
the TMDL. 

ii. In these cases, pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.26(a)(3)(vi), each Permittee 
is only responsible for discharges from the MS4 for which they are owners 
and/or operators.   

iii. Where Permittees have commingled discharges to the receiving water, 
compliance at the outfall to the receiving water or in the receiving water shall 
be determined for the group of Permittees as a whole unless an individual 
Permittee demonstrates that its discharge did not cause or contribute to the 
exceedance, pursuant to subpart v. below. 

iv. For purposes of compliance determination, each Permittee is responsible for 
demonstrating that its discharge did not cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of an applicable water quality-based effluent limitation(s) at the outfall or 
receiving water limitation(s) in the target receiving water. 

v. A Permittee may demonstrate that its discharge did not cause or contribute to 
an exceedance of an applicable water quality-based effluent limitation or 
receiving water limitation in any of the following ways: 

(1) Demonstrate that there is no discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 into the 
applicable receiving water; or 

(2) Demonstrate that the discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 is treated to a 
level that does not exceed the applicable water quality-based effluent 
limitation; or 

(3) For exceedances of bacteria receiving water limitations or water quality-
based effluent limitations, demonstrate through a source investigation 
pursuant to protocols established under California Water Code section 
13178 or other accepted source identification protocols that pollutant 
sources within the jurisdiction of the Permittee or the Permittee’s MS4 
have not caused or contributed to the exceedance of the Receiving Water 
Limitation(s). 

c. Receiving Water Limitations Addressed by a TMDL 

i. For receiving water limitations in Part V.A. associated with water body-
pollutant combinations addressed in a TMDL, Permittees shall achieve 
compliance with the receiving water limitations in Part V.A. as outlined in this 
Part VI.E. and Attachments L through R of this Order. 

ii. A Permittee shall not be considered in violation of Part V.A. of this Order for 
the specific pollutant addressed in the TMDL, if it is in compliance with the 
applicable TMDL requirement(s), including compliance schedules, of this Part 
VI.E. and Attachments L through R. 
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iii. As long as a Permittee is in compliance with the applicable TMDL 
requirements in a time schedule order (TSO) issued by the Regional Water 
Board pursuant to California Water Code sections 13300 and 13385(j)(3), it is 
not the Regional Water Board's intention to take an enforcement action for 
violations of Part V.A. of this Order for the specific pollutant(s) addressed in 
the TSO. . 

d. Interim Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations and Receiving Water 
Limitations 

i. A Permittee shall be considered in compliance with an applicable interim 
water quality-based effluent limitation and/or interim receiving water limitation 
for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL if any of the following is 
demonstrated: 

(1) There are no violations of the interim water quality-based effluent limitation 
for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL at the Permittee’s 
applicable MS4 outfall(s),38 including an outfall to the receiving water that 
collects discharges from multiple Permittees’ jurisdictions; 

(2) There are no exceedances of the applicable receiving water limitation for 
the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL in the receiving water(s) 
at, or downstream of, the Permittee’s outfall(s); 

(3) There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the 
receiving water during the time period subject to the water quality-based 
effluent limitation and/or receiving water limitation for the pollutant(s) 
associated with a specific TMDL; or 

(4) The Permittee has submitted and is fully implementing an approved 
Watershed Management Program pursuant to Part VI.C that provides 
reasonable assurance that interim water quality-based effluent limitations 
will be achieved per applicable compliance schedules. 

(a) To be considered fully implementing an approved Watershed 
Management Program, a Permittee must be implementing actions 
consistent with the approved program and applicable compliance 
schedules, including structural BMPs. 

(b) Structural storm water BMPs must be designed and maintained to treat 
storm water runoff from the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm, and 
maintenance records must be up-to-date and available for inspection 
by the Regional Water Board. 

(c) A Permittee that does not implement the Watershed Management 
Program in accordance with the milestones and compliance schedules 

                                            
38

 An outfall may include a manhole or other point of access to the MS4 at the Permittee’s jurisdictional boundary. 
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shall demonstrate compliance with its interim water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations pursuant to Part 
VI.E.2.d.i.(1)-(3), above. 

e. Final Water Quality-based Effluent Limitations and/or Receiving Water 
Limitations 

i. A Permittee shall be deemed in compliance with an applicable final water 
quality-based effluent limitation and/or final receiving water limitation for the 
pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL if any of the following is 
demonstrated: 

(1) There are no violations of the final water quality-based effluent limitation 
for the specific pollutant at the Permittee’s applicable MS4 outfall(s)39; 

(2) There are no exceedances of applicable receiving water limitation for the 
specific pollutant in the receiving water(s) at, or downstream of, the 
Permittee’s outfall(s); or 

(3) There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the 
receiving water during the time period subject to the water quality-based 
effluent limitation and/or receiving water limitation for the pollutant(s) 
associated with a specific TMDL. 

3. USEPA Established TMDLs 

TMDLs established by the USEPA, to which Permittees are subject, do not contain 
an implementation plan adopted pursuant to California Water Code section 13242. 
However, USEPA has included implementation recommendations as part of these 
TMDLs. In lieu of inclusion of numeric water quality based effluent limitations at this 
time, this Order requires Permittees subject to WLAs in USEPA established TMDLs 
to propose and implement best management practices (BMPs) that will be effective 
in ultimately achieving the numeric WLAs. The Regional Water Board may, at its 
discretion, revisit this decision within the term of this Order or in a future permit, as 
more information is developed to support the inclusion of numeric water quality 
based effluent limitations. 

a. Each Permittee shall propose BMPs to achieve the WLAs contained in the 
applicable USEPA established TMDL(s), and a schedule for implementing the 
BMPs that is as short as possible, in a Watershed Management Program Plan. 

b. Each Permittee may either individually submit a Watershed Management 
Program Plan, or may jointly submit a plan with all Permittees subject to the 
WLAs contained in the USEPA established TMDL. 

                                            
39

 Ibid. 
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c. At a minimum, each Permittee shall include the following information in its 
Watershed Management Program Plan, relevant to each applicable USEPA 
established TMDL: 

i. Available data demonstrating the current quality of the Permittee’s MS4 
discharge(s) in terms of concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to 
the receiving waters subject to the TMDL; 

ii. A detailed description of BMPs that have been implemented, and/or are 
currently being implemented by the Permittee to achieve the WLA(s), if any; 

iii. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the applicable WLA(s); 

iv. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, 
taking into account the time since USEPA establishment of the TMDL, and 
technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, 
development, and implementation of the control measures that are necessary 
to comply with the WLA(s);  

(1) For the Malibu Creek Nutrient TMDL established by USEPA in 2003, in no 
case shall the time schedule to achieve the final numeric WLAs exceed 
five years from the effective date of this Order; and 

v. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule 
shall include interim requirements and numeric milestones and the date(s) for 
their achievement.  

d. Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA since 2010 
shall submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer for approval no later than one year after the 
effective date of this Order. 

e. Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA prior to 2010 
shall submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer for approval no later than six months after the 
effective date of this Order. 

f. If a Permittee does not submit a Watershed Management Program Plan, or the 
plan is determined to be inadequate by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer and the Permittee does not make the necessary revisions within 90 days 
of written notification that plan is inadequate, the Permittee shall be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the numeric WLAs immediately based on 
monitoring data collected under the MRP (Attachment E) for this Order. 

4. State Adopted TMDLs where Final Compliance Deadlines have Passed 
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a. Permittees shall comply immediately with water quality-based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations to implement WLAs in state-adopted TMDLs for 
which final compliance deadlines have passed pursuant to the TMDL 
implementation schedule. 

b. Where a Permittee believes that additional time to comply with the final water 
quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations is necessary, 
a Permittee may within 45 days of Order adoption request a time schedule order 
pursuant to California Water Code section 13300 for the Regional Water Board’s 
consideration.  

c. Permittees may either individually request a TSO, or may jointly request a TSO 
with all Permittees subject to the water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations, to implement the WLAs in the state-adopted TMDL. 

d. At a minimum, a request for a time schedule order shall include the following: 

i. Data demonstrating the current quality of the MS4 discharge(s) in terms of 
concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to the receiving waters 
subject to the TMDL; 

ii. A detailed description and chronology of structural controls and source control 
efforts, since the effective date of the TMDL, to reduce the pollutant load in 
the MS4 discharges to the receiving waters subject to the TMDL; 

iii. Justification of the need for additional time to achieve the water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations; 

iv. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations; 

v. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, 
taking into account the technological, operation, and economic factors that 
affect the design, development, and implementation of the control measures 
that are necessary to comply with the effluent limitation(s); and 

vi. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule 
shall include interim requirements and the date(s) for their achievement. The 
interim requirements shall include both of the following: 

(1) Effluent limitation(s) for the pollutant(s) of concern; and 

(2) Actions and milestones leading to compliance with the effluent 
limitation(s). 

5. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations for Trash 
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Permittees assigned a Waste Load Allocation in a trash TMDL shall comply as set 
forth below. 

a. Effluent Limitations:  Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water 
quality-based effluent limitations for trash set forth in Attachments L through R for 
the following Trash TMDLs: 

i. Lake Elizabeth Trash TMDL (Attachment L) 

ii. Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL (Attachment M) 

iii. Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL (Attachment M) 

iv. Ballona Creek Trash TMDL (Attachment M) 

v. Machado Lake Trash TMDL (Attachment N) 

vi. Los Angeles River Trash TMDL (Attachment O) 

vii. Peck Road Park Lake Trash TMDL (Attachment O) 

viii. Echo Park Lake Trash TMDL (Attachment O) 

ix. Legg Lake Trash TMDL (Attachment P) 

 

b. Compliance 

i. Pursuant to California Water Code section 13360(a), Permittees may comply 
with the trash effluent limitations using any lawful means.  Such compliance 
options are broadly classified as full capture, partial capture, institutional 
controls, or minimum frequency of assessment and collection, as described 
below, and any combination of these may be employed to achieve 
compliance: 

(1) Full Capture Systems:  

(a) The Basin Plan authorizes the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
to certify full capture systems, which are systems that meet the 
operating and performance requirements as described in this Order, 
and the procedures identified in “Procedures and Requirements for 
Certification of a Best Management Practice for Trash Control as a Full 
Capture System.”40 

(b) Permittees are authorized to comply with their effluent limitations 
through certified full capture systems provided the requirements of 

                                            
40

 The Regional Water Board currently recognizes eight full capture systems. These are: Vortex Separation Systems (VSS) 
and seven other Executive Officer certified full capture systems, including specific types or designs of trash nets; two gross 
solids removal devices (GSRDs); catch basin brush inserts and mesh screens; vertical and horizontal trash capture screen 
inserts; and a connector pipe screen device. See August 3, 2004 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Memorandum titled “Procedures and Requirements for Certification of a Best Management Practice for Trash Control as a Full 
Capture System.  
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paragraph (c), immediately below, and any conditions in the 
certification, continue to be met. 

(c) Permittees may comply with their effluent limitations through 
progressive installation of full capture systems throughout their 
jurisdictional areas until all areas draining to Lake Elizabeth, Malibu 
Creek, Ballona Creek, Machado Lake, the Los Angeles River system, 
Legg Lake, Peck Road Park Lake, and/or Echo Park Lake are 
addressed.  For purposes of this Order, attainment of the effluent 
limitations shall be conclusively presumed for any drainage area to 
Lake Elizabeth, Malibu Creek (and its tributaries), Ballona Creek (and 
its tributaries), Machado Lake, the Los Angeles River (and its 
tributaries), Legg Lake, Peck Road Lake, Echo Park Lake, and/or 
Lincoln Park Lake where certified full capture systems treat all 
drainage from the area, provided that the full capture systems are 
adequately sized and maintained, and that maintenance records are 
up-to-date and available for inspection by the Regional Water Board. 

(i) A Permittee shall be deemed in compliance with its final effluent 
limitation if it demonstrates that all drainage areas under its 
jurisdiction and/or authority are serviced by appropriate certified 
full capture systems as described in paragraph (1)(c). 

(ii) A Permittee shall be deemed in compliance with its interim 
effluent limitations, where applicable: 

1. By demonstrating that full capture systems treat the 
percentage of drainage areas in the watershed that 
corresponds to the required trash abatement. 

2. Alternatively, a Permittee may propose a schedule for 
installation of full capture systems in areas under its 
jurisdiction and/or authority within a given watershed, targeting 
first the areas of greatest trash generation, for the Executive 
Officer’s approval.  The Executive Officer shall not approve 
any such schedule that does not result in timely compliance 
with the final effluent limitations, consistent with the 
established TMDL implementation schedule and applicable 
State policies.  A Permittee shall be deemed in compliance 
with its interim effluent limitations provided it is fully in 
compliance with any such approved schedule. 

(2) Partial Capture Devices and Institutional Controls:  Permittees may 
comply with their interim and final effluent limitations through the 
installation of partial capture devices and the application of institutional 
controls.41 

                                            
41

 While interim effluent limitations may be complied with using partial capture devices, compliance with final effluent limitations 
cannot be achieved with the exclusive use of partial capture devices. 
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(a) Trash discharges from areas serviced solely by partial capture devices 
may be estimated based on demonstrated performance of the 
device(s) in the implementing area.42  That is, trash reduction is 
equivalent to the partial capture devices’ trash removal efficiency 
multiplied by the percentage of drainage area serviced by the devices. 

(b) Except as provided in subdivision (c), immediately below, trash 
discharges from areas addressed by institutional controls and/or partial 
capture devices (where site-specific performance data is not available) 
shall be calculated using a mass balance approach, based on the daily 
generation rate (DGR) for a representative area.43  The DGR shall be 
determined from direct measurement of trash deposited in the 
drainage area during any thirty-day period between June 22nd and 
September 22nd exclusive of rain events44, and shall be re-calculated 
every year thereafter unless a less frequent period for recalculation is 
approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. The DGR 
shall be calculated as the total amount of trash collected during this 
period divided by the length of the collection period. 

DGR = (Amount of trash collected during a 30-day collection 
period45 / (30 days) 
 
The DGR for the applicable area under the Permittees’ jurisdiction 
and/or authority shall be extrapolated from that of the representative 
drainage area(s).  A mass balance equation shall be used to estimate 
the amount of trash discharged during a storm event.46  The Storm 
Event Trash Discharge for a given rain event in the Permittee’s 
drainage area shall be calculated by multiplying the number of days 
since the last street sweeping by the DGR and subtracting the amount 
of any trash recovered in the catch basins.47  For each day of a storm 
event that generates precipitation greater than 0.25 inch, the Permittee 
shall calculate a Storm Event Trash Discharge. 
 
Storm Event Trash Discharge = [(Days since last street 
sweeping*DGR)] – [Amount of trash recovered from catch 
basins]48 
 
The sum of the Storm Event Trash Discharges for the storm year shall 
be the Permittee’s calculated annual trash discharge. 
 

                                            
42

 Performance shall be demonstrated under different conditions (e.g. low to high trash loading). 
43

 The area(s) should be representative of the land uses and activities within the Permittees’ authority and shall be approved 
by the Executive Officer prior to the 30-day collection period. 

44
 Provided no special events are scheduled that may affect the representative nature of that collection period. 

45
 Between June 22

nd
 and September 22

nd
 

46
 Amount of trash shall refer to the uncompressed volume (in gallons) or drip-dry weight (in pounds) of trash collected. 

47
 Any negative values shall be considered to represent a zero discharge.  

48
 When more than one storm event occurs prior to the next street sweeping the discharge shall be calculated from the date of 
the last assessment. 
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Total Storm Year Trash Discharge = ∑Storm Event Trash 
Discharges from Drainage Area 
 

(c) The Executive Officer may approve alternative compliance monitoring 
approaches for calculating total storm year trash discharge, upon 
finding that the program will provide a scientifically-based estimate of 
the amount of trash discharged from the Permittee’s MS4. 

(3) Combined Compliance Approaches: 

Permittees may comply with their interim and final effluent limitations 
through a combination of full capture systems, partial capture devices, and 
institutional controls.  Where a Permittee relies on a combination of 
approaches, it shall demonstrate compliance with the interim and final 
effluent limitations as specified in (1)(c) in areas where full capture 
systems are installed and as specified in (2)(a) or (2)(b), as appropriate, in 
areas where partial capture devices and institutional controls are applied. 

(4) Minimum Frequency of Assessment and Collection Approach: 

If allowed in a trash TMDL and approved by the Executive Officer, a 
Permittee may alternatively comply with its final effluent limitations by 
implementing a program for minimum frequency of assessment and 
collection (MFAC) in conjunction with BMPs.  To the satisfaction of the 
Executive Officer, the MFAC/BMP program must meet the following 
criteria: 

(a) The MFAC/BMP Program includes an initial minimum frequency of 
trash assessment and collection and suite of structural and/or 
nonstructural BMPs.  The MFAC/BMP program shall include collection 
and disposal of all trash found in the receiving water and shoreline.  
Permittees shall implement an initial suite of BMPs based on current 
trash management practices in land areas that are found to be sources 
of trash to the water body.  The initial minimum frequency of trash 
assessment and collection shall be set as specified in the following 
TMDLs: 

(i) Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL 

(ii) Machado Lake Trash TMDL 

(iii) Legg Lake Trash TMDL 

(b) The MFAC/BMP Program includes reasonable assurances that it will 
be implemented by the responsible Permittees. 

(c) MFAC protocols may be based on SWAMP protocols for rapid trash 
assessment, or alternative protocols proposed by Permittees and 
approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 

(d) Implementation of the MFAC/BMP program should include a Health 
and Safety Program to protect personnel.  The MFAC/BMP program 
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shall not require Permittees to access and collect trash from areas 
where personnel are prohibited. 

(e) The Regional Water Board Executive Officer may approve or require a 
revised assessment and collection frequency and definition of the 
critical conditions under the MFAC: 

(i) To prevent trash from accumulating in deleterious amounts that 
cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses between 
collections; 

(ii) To reflect the results of trash assessment and collection; 

(iii) If the amount of trash collected does not show a decreasing 
trend, where necessary, such that a shorter interval between 
collections is warranted; or 

(iv) If the amount of trash collected is decreasing such that a longer 
interval between collections is warranted. 

(f) At the end of the implementation period, a revised MFAC/BMP 
program may be required if the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer determines that the amount of trash accumulating between 
collections is causing nuisance or otherwise adversely affecting 
beneficial uses. 

(g) With regard to (4)(e)(i), (4)(e)(ii), or (4)(e)(iii), above, the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer is authorized to allow responsible 
Permittees to implement additional structural or non-structural BMPs in 
lieu of modifying the monitoring frequency. 

ii. If a Permittee is not in compliance with its applicable interim and/or final 
effluent limitation as identified in Attachments L through R, then it shall be in 
violation of this Order. 

(1) A Permittee relying on partial capture devices and/or institutional controls 
that has violated its interim and/or final effluent limitation(s) shall be 
presumed to have violated the applicable limitation for each day of each 
storm event that generated precipitation greater than 0.25 inch during the 
applicable storm year, except those storm days on which it establishes 
that its cumulative Storm Event Trash Discharges has not exceeded the 
applicable effluent limitation. 

(2) If a Permittee relying on full capture systems has failed to demonstrate 
that the full capture systems for any drainage area are adequately sized 
and maintained, and that maintenance records are up-to-date and 
available for inspection by the Regional Water Board, and that it is in 
compliance with any conditions of its certification, shall be presumed to 
have discharged trash in an amount that corresponds to the percentage of 
the baseline waste load allocation represented by the drainage area in 
question. 
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(a) A Permittee may overcome this presumption by demonstrating (using 
any of the methods authorized in Part VI.E.5.b) that the actual or 
calculated discharge for that drainage area is in compliance with the 
applicable interim or final effluent limitation. 

iii. Each Permittee shall be held liable for violations of the effluent limitations 
assigned to their area.  If a Permittee’s compliance strategy includes full or 
partial capture devices and it chooses to install a full or partial capture device 
in the MS4 physical infrastructure of another public entity, it is responsible for 
obtaining all necessary permits to do so.  If a Permittee believes it is unable to 
obtain the permits needed to install a full capture or partial capture device 
within another Permittee’s MS4 physical infrastructure, either Permittee may 
request the Executive Officer to hold a conference with the Permittees.  
Nothing in this Order shall affect the right of that public entity or a Permittee to 
seek indemnity or other recourse from the other as they deem appropriate.  
Nothing in this subsection shall be construed as relieving a Permittee of any 
liability that the Permittee would otherwise have under this Order. 

c. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements (pursuant to California Water 
Code section 13383) 

i. Each Permittee shall submit a TMDL Compliance Report as part of its Annual 
Report detailing compliance with the applicable interim and/or final effluent 
limitations. Reporting shall include the information specified below.  The 
report shall be submitted on the reporting form specified by the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer.  The report shall be signed under penalty of 
perjury by the Permittee’s principal executive officer or ranking elected official 
or duly authorized representative of the officer, consistent with Part V.B of 
Attachment D (Standard Provisions), who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with this Order.  Each Permittee shall be charged with and shall 
demonstrate compliance with its applicable effluent limitations beginning with 
its October 31, 2012 TMDL Compliance Report. 

(1) Reporting Compliance based on Full Capture Systems:  Permittees shall 
provide information on the number and location of full capture installations, 
the sizing of each full capture installation, the drainage areas addressed 
by these installations, and compliance with the applicable interim or final 
effluent limitation, in its TMDL Compliance Report.  The Los Angeles 
Water Board will periodically audit sizing, performance, and other data to 
validate that a system satisfies the criteria established for a full capture 
system and any conditions established by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer in the certification. 

(2) Reporting Compliance based on Partial Capture Systems and/or 
Institutional Controls:   

(a) Using Performance Data Specific to the Permittee’s Area: In its TMDL 
Compliance Report, a Permittee shall provide: (i) site-specific 
performance data for the applicable device(s); (ii) information on the 
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number and location of such installations, and the drainage areas 
addressed by these installations; and (iii) calculated compliance with 
the applicable effluent limitations. 

(b) Using Direct Measurement of Trash Discharge: Permittees shall 
provide an accounting of DGR and trash removal via street sweeping, 
catch basin clean outs, etc., in a database to facilitate the calculation of 
discharge for each rain event. The database shall be maintained and 
provided to the Regional Water Board for inspection upon request. In 
its TMDL Compliance Report, a Permittee shall provide information on 
its annual DGR, calculated storm year discharge, and compliance with 
the applicable effluent limitation. 

(3) Reporting Compliance based on Combined Compliance Approaches: 

Permittees shall provide the information specified in Part VI.E.5.c.i(1) for 
areas where full capture systems are installed and that are specified in 
Part VI.E.5.c.i(2)(a) or (b), as appropriate, for areas where partial capture 
devices and institutional controls are applied.  In its TMDL Compliance 
Report, a Permittee shall also provide information on compliance with the 
applicable effluent limitation based on the combined compliance 
approaches. 

(4) Reporting Compliance based on an MFAC/BMP Approach: 

The MFAC/BMP Program includes a Trash Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan, and a requirement that the responsible Permittees will self-report 
any non-compliance with its provisions.  The results and report of the 
Trash Monitoring and Reporting Plan must be submitted to Regional 
Board with the Permittee’s Annual Report. 

ii. Violation of the reporting requirements of this Part shall be punishable 
pursuant to, inter alia, California Water Code section 13385, subdivisions 
(a)(3) and (h)(1), and/or section 13385.1. 
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A.  
ATTACHMENT A – DEFINITIONS  
 
The following are definitions for terms in this Order: 
 
Arithmetic Mean (µµµµ) 
Also called the average, is the sum of measured values divided by the number of samples.  
For ambient water concentrations, the arithmetic mean is calculated as follows: 
 

Arithmetic mean = µ = Σx / n  
where:   
Σx is the sum of the measured ambient water concentrations, and n is the number of 
samples. 

 
Authorized Non-Storm Water Discharge 
Authorized non-storm water discharges are discharges that are not composed entirely of storm 
water and that are either: (1) separately regulated by an individual or general NPDES permit 
and allowed to discharge to the MS4 when in compliance with all NPDES permit conditions; (2) 
authorized by USEPA49 pursuant to sections 104(a) or 104(b) of CERCLA that either (i) will 
comply with water quality standards as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(“ARARs”) under section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA or (ii) are subject to (a) a written waiver of 
ARARs by USEPA pursuant to section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA or (b) a written determination by 
USEPA that compliance with ARARs is not practicable considering the exigencies of the 
situation, pursuant to 40 CFR section 300.415(j); or (3) necessary for emergency responses 
purposes, including flows from emergency fire fighting activities. 

Average Monthly Effluent Limitation (AMEL) 
The highest allowable average of daily discharges over a calendar month, calculated as the 
sum of all daily discharges measured during a calendar month divided by the number of daily 
discharges measured during that month. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
BMPs are practices or physical devices or systems designed to prevent or reduce pollutant 
loading from storm water or non-storm water discharges to receiving waters, or designed to 
reduce the volume of storm water or non-storm water discharged to the receiving water. 

Bioaccumulative 
Those substances taken up by an organism from its surrounding medium through gill 
membranes, epithelial tissue, or from food and subsequently concentrated and retained in the 
body of the organism. 

Biofiltration 
A LID BMP that reduces storm water pollutant discharges by intercepting rainfall on vegetative 
canopy, and through evapotranspiration, incidental infiltration, and filtration. As described in 

                                            
49

 These typically include short-term, high volume discharges resulting from the development or redevelopment of groundwater 
extraction wells, or USEPA or State-required compliance testing of potable water treatment plants, as part of a USEPA 
authorized groundwater remediation action under CERCLA. 
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the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual, studies have demonstrated that bioinfiltration 
of 1.5 times the storm water quality design volume (SWQDv) provides approximately 
equivalent or greater reductions in pollutant loading when compared to bioretention or 
infiltration of the SWQDv.50 Incidental infiltration is an important factor in achieving the required 
pollutant load reduction. Therefore, the term “biofiltration” as used in this Order is defined to 
include only systems designed to facilitate incidental infiltration. Biofiltration BMPs include 
bioretention systems with an underdrain and bioswales. 

Bioretention 
A LID BMP that reduces storm water runoff by intercepting rainfall on vegetative canopy, and 
through evapotranspiration and infiltration. The bioretention system typically includes a 
minimum 2-foot top layer of a specified soil and compost mixture underlain by a gravel-filled 
temporary storage pit dug into the in-situ soil.  As defined in this Order, a bioretention BMP 
may be designed with an overflow drain, but may not include an underdrain. When a 
bioretention BMP is designed or constructed with an underdrain it is regulated in this Order as 
biofiltration. 

Bioswale 
A LID BMP consisting of a shallow channel lined with grass or other dense, low-growing 
vegetation.  Bioswales are designed to collect storm water runoff and to achieve a uniform 
sheet flow through the dense vegetation for a period of several minutes. 

Carcinogenic 
Pollutants are substances that are known to cause cancer in living organisms. 

Coefficient of Variation (CV) 
CV is a measure of the data variability and is calculated as the estimated standard deviation 
divided by the arithmetic mean of the observed values. 

Conditionally Exempt Essential Non-Storm Water Discharge 
Conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharges are certain categories of 
discharges that are not composed entirely of storm water and that are allowed by the Regional 
Water Board to discharge to the MS4, if in compliance with all specified requirements; are not 
otherwise regulated by an individual or general NPDES permit; and are essential public 
services that are directly or indirectly required by other State or federal statute and/or 
regulation. These include non-storm water discharges from potable water sources and non-
emergency fire fighting activities. Conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharges 
may contain minimal amounts of pollutants, however, when in compliance with industry 
standard BMPs and control measures, do not result in significant environmental effects. (See 
55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 

Conditionally Exempt Non-Storm Water Discharge 
Conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges are certain categories of discharges that are 
not composed entirely of storm water and that are either not sources of pollutants or may 

                                            
50

 Geosyntec Consultants and Larry Wallker Associates. 2011. Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater 
Quality and Control Measures, Manual Update 2011. Appendix D. Prepared for the Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality 
Management Program. July 13, 2011. pp. D-6 – D-15. 
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contain only minimal amounts of pollutants and when in compliance with specified BMPs do 
not result in significant environmental effects. (See 55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995 (Nov. 16, 
1990)). 

Daily Discharge 
Daily Discharge is defined as either: (1) the total mass of the constituent discharged over the 
calendar day (12:00 am through 11:59 pm) or any 24-hour period that reasonably represents a 
calendar day for purposes of sampling (as specified in the permit), for a constituent with 
limitations expressed in units of mass or; (2) the unweighted arithmetic mean measurement of 
the constituent over the day for a constituent with limitations expressed in other units of 
measurement (e.g., concentration).  

The daily discharge may be determined by the analytical results of a composite sample taken 
over the course of one day (a calendar day or other 24-hour period defined as a day) or by the 
arithmetic mean of analytical results from one or more grab samples taken over the course of 
the day. 

For composite sampling, if 1 day is defined as a 24-hour period other than a calendar day, the 
analytical result for the 24-hour period will be considered as the result for the calendar day in 
which the 24-hour period ends. 

Detected, but Not Quantified (DNQ) 
DNQ are those sample results less than the RL, but greater than or equal to the laboratory’s 
MDL. 

Dilution Credit 
Dilution Credit is the amount of dilution granted to a discharge in the calculation of a water 
quality-based effluent limitation, based on the allowance of a specified mixing zone.  It is 
calculated from the dilution ratio or determined through conducting a mixing zone study or 
modeling of the discharge and receiving water. 

Effective Impervious Area (EIA) 
EIA is the portion of the surface area that is hydrologically connected to a drainage system via 
a hardened conveyance or impervious surface without any intervening median to mitigate the 
flow volume.   

Effluent Concentration Allowance (ECA) 
ECA is a value derived from the water quality criterion/objective, dilution credit, and ambient 
background concentration that is used, in conjunction with the coefficient of variation for the 
effluent monitoring data, to calculate a long-term average (LTA) discharge concentration.  The 
ECA has the same meaning as waste load allocation (WLA) as used in USEPA guidance 
(Technical Support Document For Water Quality-based Toxics Control, March 1991, second 
printing, EPA/505/2-90-001). 

Effluent Limitation 
Any restriction imposed on quantities, discharge rates, and concentrations of pollutants, which 
are discharged from point sources to waters of the U.S. (40 CFR § 122.2). 
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Enclosed Bays 
Enclosed Bays means indentations along the coast that enclose an area of oceanic water 
within distinct headlands or harbor works.  Enclosed bays include all bays where the narrowest 
distance between the headlands or outermost harbor works is less than 75 percent of the 
greatest dimension of the enclosed portion of the bay.  Enclosed bays include, but are not 
limited to, Humboldt Bay, Bodega Harbor, Tomales Bay, Drake’s Estero, San Francisco Bay, 
Morro Bay, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Upper and Lower Newport Bay, Mission Bay, 
and San Diego Bay.  Enclosed bays do not include inland surface waters or ocean waters. 

Estimated Chemical Concentration 
The estimated chemical concentration that results from the confirmed detection of the 
substance by the analytical method below the ML value. 

Estuaries 
Estuaries means waters, including coastal lagoons, located at the mouths of streams that 
serve as areas of mixing for fresh and ocean waters.  Coastal lagoons and mouths of streams 
that are temporarily separated from the ocean by sandbars shall be considered estuaries.  
Estuarine waters shall be considered to extend from a bay or the open ocean to a point 
upstream where there is no significant mixing of fresh water and seawater.  Estuarine waters 
included, but are not limited to, the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, as defined in California 
Water Code section 12220, Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait downstream to the Carquinez Bridge, 
and appropriate areas of the Smith, Mad, Eel, Noyo, Russian, Klamath, San Diego, and Otay 
rivers.  Estuaries do not include inland surface waters or ocean waters. 

Existing Discharger 
Any discharger that is not a new discharger.  An existing discharger includes an “increasing 
discharger” (i.e., any existing facility with treatment systems in place for its current discharge 
that is or will be expanding, upgrading, or modifying its permitted discharge after the effective 
date of this Order). 

Green roof 
A LID BMP using planter boxes and vegetation to intercept rainfall on the roof surface. Rainfall 
is intercepted by vegetation leaves and through evapotranspiration. Green roofs may be 
designed as either a bioretention BMP or as a planter box flow-through treatment BMP.  To 
receive credit as a bioretention BMP, the green roof system planting medium shall be of 
sufficient depth to provide capacity within the pore space volume to contain the design storm 
depth and may not be designed or constructed with an underdrain. 

Illicit Discharge 
Any discharge into the MS4 or from the MS4 into a receiving water that is prohibited under 
local, state, or federal statutes, ordinances, codes, or regulations. The term illicit discharge 
includes any non-storm water discharge, except authorized non-storm water discharges; 
conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges; and non-storm water discharges resulting 
from natural flows specifically identified in Part III.A.1.d. 
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Improved drainage system  
An improved drainage system is a drainage system that has been channelized or armored. 
The clearing or dredging of a natural drainage system does not cause the system to be 
classified as an improved drainage system. 

Infiltration  
A LID BMP that reduces storm water runoff by capturing and infiltrating the runoff into in-situ 
soils or amended on-site soils. Examples of infiltration BMPs include infiltration basins, dry 
wells, and pervious pavement.51 

Inland Surface Waters 
All surface waters of the State that do not include the ocean, enclosed bays, or estuaries. 

Instantaneous Maximum Effluent Limitation 
The highest allowable value for any single grab sample or aliquot (i.e., each grab sample or 
aliquot is independently compared to the instantaneous maximum limitation). 

Instantaneous Minimum Effluent Limitation 
The lowest allowable value for any single grab sample or aliquot (i.e., each grab sample or 
aliquot is independently compared to the instantaneous minimum limitation). 

Low Impact Development (LID) 
LID consists of building and landscape features designed to retain or filter storm water runoff. 

Major Outfall 
Major municipal separate storm sewer outfall (or ‘‘major outfall’’) means a municipal separate 
storm sewer outfall that discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 36 inches or 
more or its equivalent (discharge from a single conveyance other than circular pipe which is 
associated with a drainage area of more than 50 acres); or for municipal separate storm 
sewers that receive storm water from lands zoned for industrial activity (based on 
comprehensive zoning plans or the equivalent), an outfall that discharges from a single pipe 
with an inside diameter of 12 inches or more or from its equivalent (discharge from other than 
a circular pipe associated with a drainage area of 2 acres or more). (40 CFR § 122.26(b)(5)) 

Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation (MDEL) 
The highest allowable daily discharge of a pollutant, over a calendar day (or 24-hour period).  
For pollutants with limitations expressed in units of mass, the daily discharge is calculated as 
the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations 
expressed in other units of measurement, the daily discharge is calculated as the arithmetic 
mean measurement of the pollutant over the day. 

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) 
In selecting BMPs which will achieve MEP, it is important to remember that municipalities will 
be responsible to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent 

                                            
51 Some types of infiltration BMPs such as dry wells, may meet the definition of a Class V, deep well injection facility and may be subject to 

permitting under U.S. EPA requirements. 
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practicable. This means choosing effective BMPs, and rejecting applicable BMPs only where 
other effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, 
or the cost would be prohibitive. The following factors may be useful to consider: 

1. Effectiveness: Will the BMP address a pollutant of concern? 
2. Regulatory Compliance: Is the EMP in compliance with storm water regulations as well as 

other environmental regulations? 
3. Public acceptance: Does the BMP have public support? 
4. Cost: Will the cost of implementing the BMP have a reasonable relationship to the pollution 

control benefits to be achieved? 
5. Technical Feasibility: Is the BMP technically feasible considering soils, geography, water 

resources, etc.? 

After selecting a menu of BMPs, it is of course the responsibility of the discharger to insure that 
all BMPs are implemented. 

Median 
The middle measurement in a set of data.  The median of a set of data is found by first 
arranging the measurements in order of magnitude (either increasing or decreasing order). If 
the number of measurements (n) is odd, then the median = X(n+1)/2.  If n is even, then the 
median = (Xn/2 + X(n/2)+1)/2 (i.e., the midpoint between the n/2 and n/2+1). 

Method Detection Limit (MDL) 
MDL is the minimum concentration of a substance that can be measured and reported with 99 
percent confidence that the analyte concentration is greater than zero, as defined in 40 CFR 
Part 136, Attachment B (revised as of July 3, 1999). 

Minimum Level (ML) 
ML is the concentration at which the entire analytical system must give a recognizable signal 
and acceptable calibration point.  The ML is the concentration in a sample that is equivalent to 
the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a specific analytical 
procedure, assuming that all the method specified sample weights, volumes, and processing 
steps have been followed. 

Mixing Zone 
Mixing Zone is a limited volume of receiving water that is allocated for mixing with a 
wastewater discharge where water quality criteria can be exceeded without causing adverse 
effects to the overall water body. 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
A conveyance or system of conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal 
streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, manmade channels, or storm drains): 

(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or 
other public body (created by or pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of 
sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other wastes, including special districts under State 
law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an 
Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved 
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management agency under section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United 
States; 

(ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water; 

(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and 

(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR § 
122.2.  

(40 CFR § 122.26(b)(8)) 

Natural drainage system 
A natural drainage system is a drainage system that has not been improved (e.g., channelized 
or armored). The clearing or dredging of a natural drainage system does not cause the system 
to be classified as an improved drainage system. 

Non-Storm Water Discharge 
Any discharge into the MS4 or from the MS4 into a receiving water that is not composed 
entirely of storm water. 

Not Detected (ND) 
Sample results which are less than the laboratory’s MDL. 

Ocean Waters 
The territorial marine waters of the State as defined by California law to the extent these 
waters are outside of enclosed bays, estuaries, and coastal lagoons.  Discharges to ocean 
waters are regulated in accordance with the State Water Board’s California Ocean Plan. 

Persistent Pollutants 
Persistent pollutants are substances for which degradation or decomposition in the 
environment is nonexistent or very slow. 

Planter boxes and other flow-through treatment BMPs 
Planter boxes and other flow-through treatment BMPs include modular, vault type planter 
boxes or “high flow biotreatment” devices contained within an impervious vault with an 
underdrain or designed with an impervious liner and an underdrain. Planter boxes do not allow 
for incidental infiltration and therefore do not meet the requirements for biofiltration as defined 
in this Order. However, planter boxes may be used to meet the Water Quality Mitigation 
Criteria as specified in Part VI.D.6.c.iv of this Order. 

Pollutant Minimization Program (PMP) 
PMP means waste minimization and pollution prevention actions that include, but are not 
limited to, product substitution, waste stream recycling, alternative waste management 
methods, and education of the public and businesses.  The goal of the PMP shall be to reduce 
all potential sources of a priority pollutant(s) through pollutant minimization (control) strategies, 
including pollution prevention measures as appropriate, to maintain the effluent concentration 
at or below the water quality-based effluent limitation.  Pollution prevention measures may be 
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particularly appropriate for persistent bioaccumulative priority pollutants where there is 
evidence that beneficial uses are being impacted.  The Regional Water Board may consider 
cost effectiveness when establishing the requirements of a PMP.  The completion and 
implementation of a Pollution Prevention Plan, if required pursuant to California Water Code 
section 13263.3(d), shall be considered to fulfill the PMP requirements.  

Pollution Prevention 
Pollution Prevention means any action that causes a net reduction in the use or generation of 
a hazardous substance or other pollutant that is discharged into water and includes, but is not 
limited to, input change, operational improvement, production process change, and product 
reformulation (as defined in California Water Code Section 13263.3).  Pollution prevention 
does not include actions that merely shift a pollutant in wastewater from one environmental 
medium to another environmental medium, unless clear environmental benefits of such an 
approach are identified to the satisfaction of the State or Regional Water Board. 

Rainfall harvest and use 
Rainfall harvest and use is an LID BMP system designed to capture runoff from a roof and to 
provide for temporary storage until the harvested water can be used for irrigation or non-
potable uses. The harvested water may also be used for potable water uses if the system 
includes disinfection treatment and is approved for such use by the local building department. 

Receiving Water 
A “water of the United States” into which waste and/or pollutants are or may be discharged. 

Receiving Water Limitation 
Any applicable numeric or narrative water quality objective or criterion, or limitation to 
implement the applicable water quality objective or criterion, for the receiving water as 
contained in Chapter 3 or 7 of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region 
(Basin Plan), water quality control plans or policies adopted by the State Water Board, or 
federal regulations, including but not limited to, 40 CFR § 131.38. 

Reporting Level (RL) 
RL is the ML (and its associated analytical method) chosen by the Discharger for reporting and 
compliance determination from the MLs included in this Order.  The MLs included in this Order 
correspond to approved analytical methods for reporting a sample result that are selected by 
the Regional Water Board either from Appendix 4 of the SIP in accordance with Section 2.4.2 
of the SIP or established in accordance with Section 2.4.3 of the SIP.  The ML is based on the 
proper application of method-based analytical procedures for sample preparation and the 
absence of any matrix interferences. Other factors may be applied to the ML depending on the 
specific sample preparation steps employed.  For example, the treatment typically applied in 
cases where there are matrix-effects is to dilute the sample or sample aliquot by a factor of 
ten.  In such cases, this additional factor must be applied to the ML in the computation of the 
RL.   
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Satellite Collection System 
The portion, if any, of a sanitary sewer system owned or operated by a different public agency 
than the agency that owns and operates the wastewater treatment facility that a sanitary sewer 
system is tributary to. 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) 
Areas designated by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors in 1981 with the adoption 
of the General Plan. The collection of SEAs together was intended to designate critical 
components of the biodiversity of Los Angeles County as it was known and understood at that 
time. 
 
Source of Drinking Water 
Any water designated as municipal or domestic supply (MUN) in a Regional Water Board 
Basin Plan. 

Standard Deviation (σσσσ) 
Standard Deviation is a measure of variability that is calculated as follows: 

    σ = (∑[(x - µ)2]/(n – 1))0.5 
where: 
x is the observed value; 
µ is the arithmetic mean of the observed values; and 
n is the number of samples. 

Storm Water 
Storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage related to precipitation 
events (pursuant to 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(13); 55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 

Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) 
TRE is a study conducted in a step-wise process designed to identify the causative agents of 
effluent or ambient toxicity, isolate the sources of toxicity, evaluate the effectiveness of toxicity 
control options, and then confirm the reduction in toxicity.  The first steps of the TRE consist of 
the collection of data relevant to the toxicity, including additional toxicity testing, and an 
evaluation of facility operations and maintenance practices, and best management practices.  
A Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) may be required as part of the TRE, if appropriate.  (A 
TIE is a set of procedures to identify the specific chemical(s) responsible for toxicity.  These 
procedures are performed in three phases (characterization, identification, and confirmation) 
using aquatic organism toxicity tests.) 

Water Quality-based Effluent Limitation 
Any restriction imposed on quantities, discharge rates, and concentrations of pollutants, which 
are discharged from point sources to waters of the U.S. necessary to achieve a water quality 
standard. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS  

 
AMEL        Average Monthly Effluent Limitation     
ASBS Areas of Special Biological Significance 
B                                              Background Concentration       
BAT                                          Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 
Basin Plan  Water Quality Control Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los 

Angeles and Ventura Counties 
BCT         Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology  
BMP        Best Management Practices   
BMPP        Best Management Practices Plan 
BPJ         Best Professional Judgment 
BOD        Biochemical Oxygen Demand 5-day @ 20 °C 
BPT         Best Practicable Treatment Control Technology  
C                                                Water Quality Objective 
CCR         California Code of Regulations 
CEEIN       California Environmental Education Interagency Network 
CEQA        California Environmental Quality Act  
CFR        Code of Federal Regulations 
CTR                                         California Toxics Rule 
CV         Coefficient of Variation  
CWA        Clean Water Act 
CWC         California Water Code 
Discharger                               Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees 
DMR                                        Discharge Monitoring Report  
DNQ         Detected But Not Quantified 
ELAP  California Department of Public Health Environmental 

Laboratory Accreditation Program 
ELG        Effluent Limitations, Guidelines and Standards  
Ep         Erosion potential 
ESCP        Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
Facility        Los Angeles County MS4s 
GIS Geographical Information System 
gpd                                           gallons per day 
IC         Inhibition Coefficient 
IC15        Concentration at which the organism is 15% inhibited 
IC25        Concentration at which the organism is 25% inhibited 
IC40         Concentration at which the organism is 40% inhibited   
IC50        Concentration at which the organism is 50% inhibited 
IC/ID        Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination 
IPM        Integrated Pest Management 
LA         Load Allocations  
LID Low Impact Development 
LOEC                                       Lowest Observed Effect Concentration 
LUPs        Linear Underground/Overhead Projects 
µg/L          micrograms per Liter 
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MCM Minimum Control Measure 
mg/L                                         milligrams per Liter 
MDEL        Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation 
MEC                                         Maximum Effluent Concentration  
MGD                                        Million Gallons Per Day  

ML         Minimum Level 
MRP        Monitoring and Reporting Program 
MS4        Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
NAICS       North American Industry Classification System 
ND         Not Detected 
NOEC        No Observable Effect Concentration  
NPDES       National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NSPS        New Source Performance Standards  
NTR        National Toxics Rule 
OAL       Office of Administrative Law 
PIPP      Public Information and Participation Program 
PMP      Pollutant Minimization Plan 
POTW      Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
QA      Quality Assurance 
QA/QC      Quality Assurance/Quality Control 
QSD      Qualified SWPPP Developer 
QSP      Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
Ocean Plan      Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California 
RAP Reasonable Assurance Program 
REAP Rain Event Action Plan 
Regional Water Board California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 

Region  
RGOs Retail Gasoline Outlets 
RPA Reasonable Potential Analysis  
SCP Spill Contingency Plan  
SEA Significant Ecological Area 
SIC Standard Industrial Classification 
SIP State Implementation Policy (Policy for Implementation of 

Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, 
and Estuaries of California) 

SMR        Self Monitoring Reports 
State Water Board      California State Water Resources Control Board 
SWPPP       Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan  
SWQDv       Storm Water Quality Design Volume 
SWQPA       State Water Quality Protected Area 
TAC        Test Acceptability Criteria  
Thermal Plan  Water Quality Control Plan for Control of Temperature in the 

Coastal and Interstate Water and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries 
of California 

TIE        Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
TMDL        Total Maximum Daily Load 
TOC        Total Organic Carbon  
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TRE        Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
TSD        Technical Support Document  
TSS        Total Suspended Solid 
TUc        Chronic Toxicity Unit 
USEPA        United States Environmental Protection Agency 
WDR        Waste Discharge Requirements  
WDID        Waste Discharge Identification 
WET        Whole Effluent Toxicity 
WLA        Waste Load Allocations  
WMA        Watershed Management Area 
WQBELs       Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 
WQS        Water Quality Standards  
%         Percent 
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B.  

ATTACHMENT B – WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA MAPS 
Attachment B – Map  
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C.  
ATTACHMENT C – MS4 MAPS BY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 
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D.  
ATTACHMENT D – STANDARD PROVISIONS  
 
 
I. STANDARD PROVISIONS – PERMIT COMPLIANCE  

A. Duty to Comply 

1. Dischargers must comply with all of the terms, requirements, and conditions of this 
Order. Any noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act, its 
regulations, and the California Water Code and is grounds for enforcement action, 
for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification; denial of a permit 
renewal application; or a combination thereof [40 CFR section 122.41(a); California 
Water Code sections 13261, 13263, 13263, 13265, 13268, 13300, 13301, 13304, 
13340, 13350, 13385]. 

2. Dischargers must comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under 
section 307(a) of the CWA for toxic pollutants and with standards for sewage sludge 
use or disposal established under section 405(d) of the CWA within the time 
provided in the regulations that establish these standards or prohibitions, even if this 
Order has not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement [40 CFR section 
122.41(a)(1)]. 

B. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

It shall not be a defense for a Permittee in an enforcement action that it would have 
been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance 
with the conditions of this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(c)]. 

C. Duty to Mitigate  

Dischargers shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge or 
sludge use or disposal in violation of this Order that has a reasonable likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment [40 CFR section 122.41(d)]. 

D. Proper Operation and Maintenance  

Dischargers shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of 
treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which are installed or used by the 
Permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order.  Proper operation and 
maintenance also includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality 
assurance procedures.  This provision requires the operation of backup or auxiliary 
facilities or similar systems that are installed by a Permittee only when necessary to 
achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(e)]. 
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E. Property Rights  

1. This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive 
privileges [40 CFR section 122.41(g)]. 

2. The issuance of this Order does not authorize any injury to persons or property or 
invasion of other private rights, or any infringement of state or local law or 
regulations [40 CFR section 122.5(c)]. 

F. Inspection and Entry  

Dischargers shall allow the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, USEPA, and/or 
their authorized representatives (including an authorized contractor acting as their 
representative), upon the presentation of credentials and other documents, as may be 
required by law, to [40 CFR section  122.41(i); California Water Code sections 13267 
and 13383]: 

1. Enter upon the Permittee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is located 
or conducted, or where records are kept under the conditions of this Order [40 CFR 
section 122.41(i)(1); California Water Code sections 13267 and 13383]; 

2. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under 
the conditions of this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(i)(2); California Water Code 
sections 13267 and 13383]; 

3. Inspect and photograph, at reasonable times, any facilities, equipment (including 
monitoring and control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required 
under this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(i)(3)]; California Water Code sections 
13267 and 13383; and 

4. Sample or monitor, at reasonable times, for the purposes of assuring Order 
compliance or as otherwise authorized by the CWA or the California Water Code, 
any substances or parameters at any location [40 CFR section 122.41(i)(4); 
California Water Code sections 13267 and 13383]. 

G. Bypass 

1. Definitions 

a. “Bypass” means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a 
treatment facility [40 CFR section 122.41(m)(1)(i)].  

b. “Severe property damage” means substantial physical damage to property, 
damage to the treatment facilities, which causes them to become inoperable, or 
substantial and permanent loss of natural resources that can reasonably be 
expected to occur in the absence of a bypass.  Severe property damage does 
not mean economic loss caused by delays in production [40 CFR section 
122.41(m)(1)(ii)]. 
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2. Bypass not exceeding limitations.  Dischargers may allow any bypass to occur which 
does not cause exceedances of effluent limitations, but only if it is also for essential 
maintenance to assure efficient operation.  These bypasses are not subject to the 
provisions listed in Standard Provisions – Permit Compliance I.G.3, I.G.4, and I.G.5 
below [40 CFR section 122.41(m)(2)]. 

3. Prohibition of bypass.  Bypass is prohibited, and the Regional Water Board may take 
enforcement action against a Permittee for bypass, unless [40 CFR section 
122.41(m)(4)(i)]: 

a. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or severe 
property damage [40 CFR section 122.41(m)(4)(i)(A)]; 

c. There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary 
treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during normal 
periods of equipment downtime.  This condition is not satisfied if adequate 
back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of reasonable 
engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that occurred during normal periods of 
equipment downtime or preventive maintenance [40 CFR section 
122.41(m)(4)(i)(B)]; and 

d. The Permittee submitted notices to the Regional Water Board as required under 
Standard Provisions – Permit Compliance I.G.5 below [40 CFR section 
122.41(m)(4)(i)(C)]. 

4. The Regional Water Board may approve an anticipated bypass, after considering its 
adverse effects, if the Regional Water Board determines that it will meet the three 
conditions listed in Standard Provisions – Permit Compliance I.G.3 above [40 CFR 
section 122.41(m)(4)(ii)]. 

5. Notice 

a. Anticipated bypass.  If a Permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it 
shall submit a notice, if possible at least 10 days before the date of the bypass 
[40 CFR section 122.41(m)(3)(i)]. 

b. Unanticipated bypass.  Dischargers shall submit notice of an unanticipated 
bypass as required in Standard Provisions - Reporting V.E below (24-hour 
notice) [40 CFR section 122.41(m)(3)(ii)]. 

H. Upset 

“Upset” means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary 
noncompliance with technology based permit effluent limitations because of factors 
beyond the reasonable control of the Permittee.  An upset does not include 
noncompliance to the extent caused by operational error, improperly designed 
treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive maintenance, or 
careless or improper operation [40 CFR section 122.41(n)(1)]. 
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1. Effect of an upset.  An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought 
for noncompliance with such technology based permit effluent limitations if the 
requirements of Standard Provisions – Permit Compliance I.H.2 below are met.  No 
determination made during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was 
caused by upset, and before an action for noncompliance, is final administrative 
action subject to judicial review [40 CFR section 122.41(n)(2)]. 

2. Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset.  A Permittee who wishes to 
establish the affirmative defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly 
signed, contemporaneous operating logs or other relevant evidence that [40 CFR 
section 122.41(n)(3)]: 

a. An upset occurred and that the Permittee can identify the cause(s) of the upset 
[40 CFR section 122.41(n)(3)(i)]; 

b. The permitted facility was, at the time, being properly operated [40 CFR section 
122.41(n)(3)(ii)]; 

c. The Permittee submitted notice of the upset as required in Standard Provisions – 
Reporting V.E.2.b below (24-hour notice) [40 CFR section 122.41(n)(3)(iii)]; and 

d. The Permittee complied with any remedial measures required under  
Standard Provisions – Permit Compliance I.C above [40 CFR section 
122.41(n)(3)(iv)]. 

3. Burden of proof.  In any enforcement proceeding, the Permittee seeking to establish 
the occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof [40 CFR section 122.41(n)(4)]. 

II. STANDARD PROVISIONS – PERMIT ACTION  

A. General 

This Order may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause.  The filing 
of a request by a Permittee for modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, 
or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any 
Order condition [40 CFR section 122.41(f)]. 

B. Duty to Reapply 

If a Permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this Order after the expiration 
date of this Order, the Permittee must apply for and obtain a new permit [40 CFR 
section 122.41(b)]. 

C. Transfers 

This Order is not transferable to any person except after notice to the Regional Water 
Board.  The Regional Water Board may require modification or revocation and 
reissuance of the Order to change the name of the Permittee and incorporate such 
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other requirements as may be necessary under the CWA and the California Water Code 
[40 CFR sections 122.41(l)(3) and 122.61]. 

III. STANDARD PROVISIONS – MONITORING  

A. Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be representative 
of the monitored activity [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(1)]. 

B. Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR 
Part 136 for the analysis of pollutants unless another test procedure is required under 
40 CFR subchapters N or O or is otherwise specified in this Order for such pollutants 
[40 CFR sections 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(1)(iv)]. 

IV. STANDARD PROVISIONS – RECORDS  

A. Except for records of monitoring information required by this Order related to the 
Permittee's sewage sludge use and disposal activities, which shall be retained for a 
period of at least five years (or longer as required by 40 CFR Part 503), the Permittee 
shall retain records of all monitoring information, including all calibration and 
maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring 
instrumentation, copies of all reports required by this Order, and records of all data used 
to complete the application for this Order, for a period of at least three (3) years from the 
date of the sample, measurement, report or application.  This period may be extended 
by request of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer at any time [40 CFR section 
122.41(j)(2)]. 

B. Records of monitoring information shall include: 

1. The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements [40 CFR section 
122.41(j)(3)(i)]; 

2. The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements [40 CFR section 
122.41(j)(3)(ii)]; 

3. The date(s) analyses were performed [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(3)(iii)]; 

4. The individual(s) who performed the analyses [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(3)(iv)]; 

5. The analytical techniques or methods used [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(3)(v)]; and 

6. The results of such analyses [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(3)(vi)]. 

C. Claims of confidentiality for the following information will be denied [40 CFR section 
122.7(b)]: 

1. The name and address of any permit applicant or Permittee [40 CFR section 
122.7(b)(1)]; and 
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2. Permit applications and attachments, permits, and effluent data [40 CFR section 
122.7(b)(2)]. 

V. STANDARD PROVISIONS – REPORTING  

A. Duty to Provide Information 

Dischargers shall furnish to the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA 
within a reasonable time, any information which the Regional Water Board, State Water 
Board, or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, 
revoking and reissuing, or terminating this Order or to determine compliance with this 
Order.  Upon request, Dischargers shall also furnish to the Regional Water Board, State 
Water Board, or USEPA copies of records required to be kept by this Order [40 CFR 
section 122.41(h)] [California Water Code sections 13267 and 13383]. 

B. Signatory and Certification Requirements 

1. All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Water Board, State 
Water Board, and/or USEPA shall be signed and certified in accordance with 
Standard Provisions – Reporting V.B.2, V.B.3, V.B.4, and V.B.5 below [40 CFR 
section 122.41(k)(1)]. 

2. All applications submitted to the Regional Water Board shall be signed by either a 
principal executive officer or ranking elected official. For purposes of this section, a 
principal executive officer includes: (i) the chief executive officer of the agency (e.g., 
Mayor), or (ii) a senior executive officer having responsibility for the overall 
operations of a principal geographic unit of the agency (e.g., City Manager, Director 
of Public Works, City Engineer, etc.).[40 CFR section 122.22(a)(3)]. 

3. All reports required by this Order and other information requested by the Regional 
Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA shall be signed by a person described 
in Standard Provisions – Reporting V.B.2 above, or by a duly authorized 
representative of that person.  A person is a duly authorized representative only if: 

a. The authorization is made in writing by a person described in Standard 
Provisions – Reporting V.B.2 above [40 CFR section 122.22(b)(1)]; 

b. The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having responsibility 
for the overall operation of the regulated facility or activity such as the position of 
plant manager, operator of a well or a well field, superintendent, position of 
equivalent responsibility, or an individual or position having overall responsibility 
for environmental matters for the company.  (A duly authorized representative 
may thus be either a named individual or any individual occupying a named 
position.) [40 CFR section 122.22(b)(2)]; and 

c. The written authorization is submitted to the Regional Water Board [40 CFR 
section 122.22(b)(3)]. 
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4. If an authorization under Standard Provisions – Reporting V.B.3 above is no longer 
accurate because a different individual or position has responsibility for the overall 
operation of the facility, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of Standard 
Provisions – Reporting V.B.3 above must be submitted to the Regional Water Board 
prior to or together with any reports, information, or applications, to be signed by an 
authorized representative [40 CFR section 122.22(c)]. 

5. Any person signing a document under Standard Provisions – Reporting V.B.2 or 
V.B.3 above shall make the following certification: 

“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system 
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the 
information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who 
manage the system or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, 
true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for 
knowing violations.”  [40 CFR section 122.22(d)]. 

C. Monitoring Reports 

1. Monitoring results shall be reported at the intervals specified in the Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (Attachment E) in this Order [40 CFR section 122.22(l)(4)]. 

2. Monitoring results must be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) or 
forms provided or specified by the Regional Water Board or State Water Board for 
reporting results of monitoring of sludge use or disposal practices [40 CFR section 
122.41(l)(4)(i)]. 

3. If a Permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by this Order 
using test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136, or another method required 
for an industry-specific waste stream under 40 CFR subchapters N or O, the results 
of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the data 
submitted in the DMR or sludge reporting form specified by the Regional Water 
Board [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(4)(ii)]. 

4. Calculations for all limitations, which require averaging of measurements, shall 
utilize an arithmetic mean unless otherwise specified by the Regional Water Board in 
this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(4)(iii)]. 

D. Compliance Schedules 

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim and 
final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this Order, shall be 
submitted no later than 14 days following each schedule date [40 CFR section 
122.41(l)(5)]. 
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E. Twenty-Four Hour Reporting 

1. Dischargers shall report any noncompliance that may endanger health or the 
environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 24 hours from the time 
the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances.  A written submission shall also 
be provided within five (5) days of the time the Permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstances.  The written submission shall contain a description of the 
noncompliance and its cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact dates 
and times, and if the noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it 
is expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and 
prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(6)(i)]. 

2. The following shall be included as information that must be reported within 24 hours 
under this paragraph [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(6)(ii)]: 

a. Any unanticipated bypass that exceeds any effluent limitation in this Order [40 
CFR sections 122.41(l)(6)(ii)(A) and 122.41(g)]. 

b. Any upset that exceeds any effluent limitation in this Order [40 CFR section 
122.41(l)(6)(ii)(B)]. 

c. Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for any of the pollutants listed 
by the Regional Water Board in this Order to be reported within 24 hours [40 
CFR section (l)(6)(ii)(C) and 122.44(g)]. 

3. The Regional Water Board may waive the above-required written report under this 
provision on a case-by-case basis if an oral report has been received within 24 
hours [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(6)(iii)]. 

F. Planned Changes 

Dischargers shall give notice to the Regional Water Board as soon as possible of any 
planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility.  Notice is required 
under this provision only when [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(1)]: 

1. The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet one of the criteria for 
determining whether a facility is a new source in 40 CFR section 122.29(b) [40 CFR 
section 122.41(l)(1)(i)]; or 

2. The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the 
quantity of pollutants discharged. This notification applies to pollutants that are not 
subject to effluent limitations in this Order [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(1)(ii)]. 

The alteration or addition results in a significant change in the Permittee’s sludge use or 
disposal practices, and such alteration, addition, or change may justify the application of 
permit conditions that are different from or absent in the existing permit, including 
notification of additional use or disposal sites not reported during the permit application 
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process or not reported pursuant to an approved land application plan [40 CFR section 
122.41(l)(1)(iii)]. 

G. Anticipated Noncompliance 

Dischargers shall give advance notice to the Regional Water Board of any planned 
changes in the permitted facility or activity that may result in noncompliance with permit 
requirements [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(2)]. 

H. Other Noncompliance 

Dischargers shall report all instances of noncompliance not reported under Standard 
Provisions – Reporting V.C, V.D, and V.E above at the time monitoring reports are 
submitted. The reports shall contain the information listed in Standard Provision – 
Reporting V.E above [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(7)]. 

I. Other Information 

When a Permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit 
application, or submitted incorrect information in a permit application or in any report to 
the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA, the Permittee shall promptly 
submit such facts or information [40 CFR section 122.41(l)(8)]. 

VI. STANDARD PROVISIONS – ENFORCEMENT  

A. The Regional Water Board and State Water Board is authorized to enforce the terms of 
this Order under several provisions of the California Water Code, including, but not 
limited to, sections 13268, 13385, 13386, and 13387.   

B. The CWA provides that any person who violates section 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318 
or 405 of the CWA, or any permit condition or limitation implementing any such sections 
in a permit issued under section 402, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment 
program approved under sections 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the CWA is subject to a civil 
penalty not to exceed $25,000 per day for each violation.  The CWA provides that any 
person who negligently violates sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the 
CWA, or any condition or limitation implementing any of such sections in a permit 
issued under section 402 of the CWA, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment 
program approved under section 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the CWA, is subject to 
criminal penalties of $2,500 to $25,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment of not more 
than one (1) year, or both.  In the case of a second or subsequent conviction for a 
negligent violation, a person shall be subject to criminal penalties of not more than 
$50,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more than two (2) years, or both.  
Any person who knowingly violates such sections, or such conditions or limitations is 
subject to criminal penalties of $5,000 to $50,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment 
for not more than three (3) years, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction for a knowing violation, a person shall be subject to criminal penalties of not 
more than $100,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment of not more than six (6) years, 
or both.  Any person who knowingly violates section 301, 302, 303, 306, 307, 308, 318 
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or 405 of the CWA, or any permit condition or limitation implementing any of such 
sections in a permit issued under section 402 of the CWA, and who knows at that time 
that he thereby places another person in imminent danger of death or serious bodily 
injury, shall, upon conviction, be subject to a fine of not more than $250,000 or 
imprisonment of not more than 15 years, or both.  In the case of a second or 
subsequent conviction for a knowing endangerment violation, a person shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $500,000 or by imprisonment of not more than 30 years, or 
both.  An organization, as defined in section 309(c)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA, shall, upon 
conviction of violating the imminent danger provision, be subject to a fine of not more 
than $1,000,000 and can be fined up to $2,000,000 for second or subsequent 
convictions [40 CFR section 122.41(a)(2)] [California Water Code sections 13385 and 
13387]. 

C. Any person may be assessed an administrative penalty by the Regional Water Board 
for violating section 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of the CWA, or any permit 
condition or limitation implementing any of such sections in a permit issued under 
section 402 of the CWA.  Administrative penalties for Class I violations are not to 
exceed $10,000 per violation, with the maximum amount of any Class I penalty 
assessed not to exceed $25,000.  Penalties for Class II violations are not to exceed 
$10,000 per day for each day during which the violation continues, with the maximum 
amount of any Class II penalty not to exceed $125,000 [40 CFR section 122.41(a)(3)]. 

D. The CWA provides that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this permit 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both.  If a conviction of a person is for a 
violation committed after a first conviction of such person under this paragraph, 
punishment is a fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment 
of not more than 4 years, or both [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(5)]. 

E. The CWA provides that any person who knowingly makes any false statement, 
representation, or certification in any record or other document submitted or required to 
be maintained under this Order, including monitoring reports or reports of compliance or 
noncompliance shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 
per violation, or by imprisonment for not more than six months per violation, or by both 
[40 CFR section 122.41(k)(2)]. 

VII. ADDITIONAL STANDARD CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO SPECIFIC CATEGORIES 
OF NPDES PERMITS [40 CFR section 122.42] 

A. Municipal separate storm sewer systems. The operator of a large or medium MS4 or a 
municipal separate storm sewer that has been designated by the Regional Water Board 
or USEPA under 40 CFR section 122.26(a)(1)(v) must submit an annual report by the 
anniversary of the date of the issuance of the permit for such MS4. The report shall 
include [40 CFR section 122.42(c)]: 
 

RB-AR3732



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 
 

 
Attachment D – Standard Provisions D-11 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

1. The status of implementing the components of the storm water management 
program that are established as permit conditions [40 CFR section 122.42(c)(1)]; 

 
2.  Proposed changes to the storm water management programs that are established as 

permit condition. Such proposed changes shall be consistent with 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iii) [40 CFR section 122.42(c)(2)]; and 

 
3. Revisions, if necessary, to the assessment of controls and the fiscal analysis 

reported in the permit application under 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) and 
(d)(2)(v) [40 CFR section 122.42(c)(3)]; 

 
 

4.  A summary of data, including monitoring data, that is accumulated throughout the 
reporting year [40 CFR section 122.42(c)(4)]; 

 
5.  Annual expenditures and budget for year following each annual report [40 CFR 

section 122.42(c)(5)]; 
 
6.  A summary describing the number and nature of enforcement actions, inspections, 

and public education programs [40 CFR section 122.42(c)(6)]; 
 
7.  Identification of water quality improvements or degradation [40 CFR section 

122.42(c)(7)]; 
 
    B.  Storm water discharges. The initial permits for discharges composed entirely of storm 

water issued pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.26(e)(7) shall require compliance with the 
conditions of the permit as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than three 
years after the date of issuance of the permit. [40 CFR section 122.42(d)]. 
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Phone (213) 576 - 6600 � Fax (213) 576 - 6640 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles 

 
 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM - No. TBD 

FOR  

ORDER R4-2012-XXXX 
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
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FOR MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) DISCHARGES 
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THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES THEREIN, 

EXCEPT THE CITY OF LONG BEACH 
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I. MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MRP) 

Section 122.48 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that all 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits specify 
monitoring and reporting requirements. California Water Code sections 13267 and 
13383 also authorize the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los 
Angeles Region (Regional Water Board) to require technical and monitoring reports. 
This MRP establishes monitoring and reporting requirements that implement the 
federal and California laws and/or regulations.  

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

A. Primary Objectives  

The primary objectives of the Monitoring Program are to: 

1. Assess the chemical, physical, and biological impacts of discharges from the 
municipal storm water sewer system (MS4) on receiving waters. 

2. Assess compliance with receiving water limitations and water quality-based 
effluent limitations (WQBELs) established to implement Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) wet weather and dry weather wasteload allocations (WLAs).  

3. Characterize pollutant loads in MS4 discharges. 

4. Identify sources of pollutants in MS4 discharges. 

5. Measure and improve the effectiveness of pollutant controls implemented 
under this Order. 

B. Purpose 

The results of the monitoring requirements outlined below shall be used to refine 
control measures for the reduction of pollutant loading and the protection and 
enhancement of the beneficial uses of the receiving waters in Los Angeles 
County. 

C. Provision for Integrated Approach 

The Monitoring Program provides flexibility to allow Permittees to develop an 
integrated monitoring program to address all of the monitoring requirements of 
this Order and other monitoring obligations or requirements in a cost efficient and 
effective manner.    

D. Provision for a Coordinated Integrated Approach 

The Monitoring Program provides flexibility to allow Permittees to coordinate 
monitoring efforts on a watershed or subwatershed basis to leverage monitoring 
resources in an effort to increase cost-efficiency and effectiveness and to closely 
align monitoring with TMDL monitoring requirements and Watershed 
Management Programs.  
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E. Monitoring Program Elements 

The Monitoring Program shall include the following elements: 

1. Receiving water monitoring shall be performed at previously designated 
mass emission stations and/or at TMDL receiving water compliance points, as 
designated in Regional Water Board Executive Officer approved TMDL 
Coordinated Monitoring Plans (CMPs) (see Table E-1 for a list of approved 
TMDL CMPs). The objectives of the receiving water monitoring include the 
following: 

a. Determine whether the receiving water limitations are being achieved, 

b. Assess trends in pollutant concentrations over time, or during specified 
conditions, 

c. Determine whether the designated beneficial uses are fully supported as 
determined by water chemistry, as well as aquatic toxicity and 
bioassessment monitoring.  

2. Storm water outfall based monitoring; including TMDL monitoring 
requirements specified in approved TMDL CMPs (see Table E-1). The 
objectives of the storm water outfall based monitoring program include the 
following: 

a. Determine the quality of a Permittee’s discharge relative to municipal 
action levels, as described in Attachment G of this Order, 

b. Determine whether a Permittee’s discharge is in compliance with 
applicable wet weather WQBELs derived from TMDL WLAs, 

c. Determine whether a Permittee’s discharge causes or contributes to an 
exceedance of receiving water limitations. 

3. Non-storm water outfall based monitoring; including TMDL monitoring 
requirements specified in approved TMDL CMPs (see Table E-1). The 
objectives of the non-storm water outfall based monitoring program include 
the following: 

a. Determine whether a Permittee’s discharge is in compliance with 
applicable dry weather WQBELs derived from TMDL WLAs, 

b. Determine whether a Permittee’s discharge exceeds non-storm water 
action levels, as described in Attachment G of this Order, 

c. Determine whether a Permittee’s discharge contributes to or causes an 
exceedance of receiving water limitations, 

d. Assist a Permittee in identifying illicit discharges as described in Part 
VI.D.9 of this Order. 

4. New Development/Re-development effectiveness monitoring. The 
objectives of best management practices (BMP) effectiveness monitoring is to 
determine whether the volume of storm water associated with the design 
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storm is retained on-site as required by Part VI.D.6.c.i. of this Order, and as 
conditioned in the building permit issued by the Permittee.  

5. Regional studies are required to further characterize the impact of the MS4 
discharges on the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. Regional studies 
shall include the Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition (SMC) 
Regional Watershed Monitoring Program (bioassessment), sediment 
monitoring for Pyrethroid pesticides, and special studies as specified in 
approved TMDLs (see Section XIX TMDL Reporting, below). 

III. GENERAL MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

A. Monitoring shall be conducted in accordance with the requirements specified in 
Attachment D to this Order (Part III, Standard Provisions - Monitoring). 

B. Records of monitoring information shall include information required under 
Attachment D to this Order (Part IV, Standard Provisions - Records). 

C. All applications, reports, plans, or other information submitted to the Regional 
Water Board, State Water Board, and/or USEPA shall be signed and certified in 
accordance with Attachment D to this Order (Part V.B, Standard Provisions - 
Reporting, Signatory and Certification Requirements). 

D. Monitoring results shall be reported in accordance with the requirements 
specified in Attachment D to this Order (Part V.C, Standard Provisions - 
Reporting, Monitoring Reports).  

E. All monitoring and reporting shall be conducted in accordance with the Standard 
Monitoring Provisions specified in Part XIV of this MRP. 

F. Sampling Methods  

1. Sampling methods shall be fully described in each Permittee’s Integrated 

Monitoring Program (IMP) or Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program 

(CIMP) and according to the provisions of the Standard Provisions for 

Monitoring described in Attachment D to this Order and Part XIV of this MRP.  

2. Grab samples shall be taken only for pathogen indicator bacteria, oil and 

grease, cyanides, and volatile organics. 

3. Sampling and monitoring methods for trash shall be conducted in accordance 

with the applicable requirements specified in Part VI.E.5 of this Order. 

4. At a minimum, a sufficient volume of sample must be collected to perform all 

of the required biological and chemical tests. 

5. Flow may be estimated using USEPA methods at receiving water monitoring 

stations where flow measurements are not in place. 

G. Analytical Procedures 
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1. Suspended-Sediment Concentration (SSC) shall by analyzed per American 

Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Test Method D-3977-97. 

2. Monitoring methods for trash shall be conducted in accordance with the 

applicable requirements specified in Part VI.E.5 of this Order. 

3. Aquatic toxicity shall be monitored in accordance with Part XI of this MRP. 

4. All other parameters shall be analyzed according to the provisions of the 

Standard Provisions for Monitoring described in Attachment D to this Order 

and Part XIV of this MRP. 

H. Reporting 

1. Monitoring results submitted to the Regional Water Board shall include: 

a. Rain totals and hydrographs for monitoring events in both narrative and 

graphic formats. 

b. A narrative description of the date and duration of the storm event(s) 

sampled, rainfall estimates of the storm event that generated the sampled 

discharge and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end 

of the previous measurable storm event. 

2. Reporting requirements related to the monitoring of trash shall be conducted 

in accordance with Part VI.E.5.c of this Order. 

3. Monitoring results submitted to the Regional Water Board shall be consistent 

with the requirements identified in Part XVII.A.5 and Part XVII.A.7 of this 

MRP. 

IV. INTEGRATED MONITORING PROGRAMS 

A. Integrated Monitoring Program (IMP) 

1. Each Permittee may develop an Integrated Monitoring Program designed to 
satisfy the monitoring requirements of this Order. 

2. The monitoring requirements contained in TMDL CMPs approved by the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board are incorporated by reference 
into this MRP (See Table E-1 for a list of approved TMDL CMPs).   

3. The Integrated Monitoring Program may leverage monitoring resources by 
selecting monitoring locations, parameters, or monitoring techniques that will 
satisfy multiple monitoring requirements. 

4. Where appropriate (e.g., dry-weather outfall based screening program), the 
Integrated Monitoring Program may develop and utilize screening level 
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monitoring strategies to avoid more costly analytical procedures if approved 
by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer.  

5. The requirements of an approved TMDL CMP may be modified by an IMP 
that is subsequently approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water 
Board. 

6. At a minimum, the IMP must address all TMDL and Non-TMDL monitoring 
requirements of this Order, including receiving water monitoring, storm water 
outfall based monitoring, non-storm water outfall based monitoring, and 
regional water monitoring studies, except as provided in Parts IV.B.2 and 3 of 
this MRP. 

B. Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) 

1. Benefits of the CIMP Approach 

a. The CIMP provides Permittees opportunities to increase the cost 
efficiency and effectiveness of the monitoring program. The greatest 
efficiency may be achieved when a CIMP is designed and implemented on 
a watershed basis.  

b. A CIMP may be employed to implement regional studies, where a single 
Permittee takes the lead in directing the study, and the other Permittees 
provide funding or in lieu services. 

2. Permittees are encouraged to coordinate their monitoring programs with other 
Permittees to develop and implement a CIMP. A CIMP may be developed to 
address one or more of the required monitoring elements (i.e., receiving water 
monitoring, outfall based monitoring, regional monitoring or special studies) 
and may be county-wide or limited to a single watershed, sub-watershed or 
defined jurisdictional boundary.   

3. The requirements of an approved TMDL CMP may be modified by an IMP or 
CIMP that is subsequently approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board. 

4. A Permittee shall not be required to submit an IMP if all of the applicable 
monitoring requirements in this Order are addressed in a CIMP, to which the 
Permittee is a participant.   

5. If the CIMP addresses some but not all of the applicable monitoring 
requirements required under this Order, then each Permittee shall submit an 
IMP that references the CIMP. The Permittees must describe how together, 
the IMP and CIMP, fulfill all of the applicable monitoring requirements 
contained in this Order. 

C. Schedule for Submitting the Monitoring Plan to the Regional Water Board 
and Conducting Outfall Screening 

1. Within six (6) months after the effective date of this Order, each Permittee 
shall submit a letter of intent to the Executive Officer of the Regional Water 
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Board describing whether it intends to follow an IMP or CIMP approach for 
each of the required monitoring plan elements.  

2. Each Permittee shall submit an IMP plan addressing monitoring requirements 
that the Permittee intends to implement individually to the Executive Officer of 
the Regional Water Board within nine (9) months after the effective date of 
this Order.  

3. The participating Permittees shall submit a CIMP plan and a letter of intent, 
signed by each of the participating Permittees, to the Executive Officer of the 
Regional Water Board within 12 months after the effective date of this Order.  

4. If upon finalization of the CIMP plan, a Permittee that has developed an IMP 
determines that its IMP plan must be revised to include monitoring 
requirements not covered under the final CIMP, the revised IMP plan shall be 
submitted to the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board within 60 days 
after approval of the CIMP plan by the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board. 

5. Monitoring shall commence within 30 days after approval of the IMP or CIMP 
plan by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board.  

6. If a Permittee elects not to develop or participate in an IMP or CIMP, 
monitoring shall be conducted on a jurisdictional basis per the requirements 
contained in Parts V through XIII and XIX of this MRP, beginning six (6) 
months after the effective date of this Order.  

7. Monitoring requirements pursuant to Order No. 01-182 shall remain in effect 
until the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board approves a 
Permittee(s) IMP and/or CIMP plan(s). 

V. TMDL MONITORING PLANS 

Table E-1. Approved TMDL Monitoring Plans by Watershed Management Area 

Approved TMDL Monitoring Plans by Watershed Management Area 

TMDL Comment Date of Final Plan 

Regional Water 

Board Approval 

Date 

Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area 

Santa Clara River 

Nitrogen Compounds 

TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was due 

March 23, 2005. 
--- --- 

Upper Santa Clara River 

Chloride TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was not 

required. 
N/A N/A 
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Lake Elizabeth, Munz 

Lake, and Lake Hughes 

Trash TMDL (Lake 

Elizabeth only) 

The County of Los 

Angeles Trash TMDL 

Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan for Lake Elizabeth, 

Munz Lake, and Lake 

Hughes 

June 25, 2009 March 25, 2009 

Santa Clara River Estuary 

and Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 

7 Indicator Bacteria 

TMDL 

Monitoring Plan is due on 

March 21, 2013. 
--- --- 

Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area 

Santa Monica Bay 

Beaches Bacteria TMDL         

(Wet and Dry) 

Santa Monica Bay 

Beaches Bacterial 

TMDLs Coordinated 

Shoreline Monitoring Plan 

April 7, 2004 January 8, 2004 

Santa Monica Bay 

Nearshore and Offshore 

Debris TMDL 

Monitoring Plan is due on 

September 20, 2012. 
--- --- 

Santa Monica Bay TMDL 

for DDTs and PCBs 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

Malibu Creek and Lagoon 

Bacteria TMDL 

Malibu Creek and Lagoon 

Bacteria TMDL 

Compliance Monitoring 

Plan 

February 25, 2008 April 8, 2008 

Malibu Creek Watershed 

Trash TMDL 

 Malibu Creek Watershed 

Trash Monitoring and 

Reporting Plan (TMRP) 

April 28, 2010 
Has not been 

approved. 

Malibu Creek Watershed 

Nutrients TMDL 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed 

Ballona Creek Trash 

TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was not 

required. 
N/A N/A 

Ballona Creek Estuary 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Ballona Creek Metals 

TMDL and Ballona Creek 

Estuary Toxic Pollutants 

TMDL Coordinated 

Monitoring Plan 

May 4, 2009 June 25, 2009 

RB-AR3742



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-10 

Ballona Creek, Ballona 

Estuary and Sepulveda 

Channel Bacteria TMDL 

Ballona Creek, Ballona 

Estuary, & Sepulveda 

Channel Bacteria TMDL 

Coordinated Monitoring 

Plan 

January 29, 2009 December 16, 2008 

Ballona Creek Metals 

TMDL 

Ballona Creek Metals 

TMDL and Ballona Creek 

Estuary Toxic Pollutants 

TMDL Coordinated 

Monitoring Plan 

May 4, 2009 June 25, 2009 

Ballona Creek Wetlands 

TMDL for Sediment and 

Invasive Exotic 

Vegetation 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

Marina del Rey Harbor 

Mothers' Beach and Back 

Basins Bacteria TMDL 

Marina Del Rey Harbor 

Mothers' Beach and Back 

Basins Bacterial TMDL 

Coordinated Monitoring 

Plan 

June 25, 2007 February 1, 2007 

Marina del Rey Harbor 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Marina Del Rey Harbor 

Toxic Pollutants Total 

Maximum Daily Load 

Coordinated Monitoring 

Plan 

March 31, 2008 March 3, 2009 

Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbors Waters Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles Harbor 

Bacteria TMDL (Inner 

Cabrillo Beach and Main 

Ship Channel) 

Monitoring Plan was not 

required. 
N/A N/A 

Machado Lake Trash 

TMDL 

Trash Monitoring & 

Reporting Plan: Machado 

Lake Trash TMDL 

September 5, 2008 December 9, 2008 

City of Rolling Hills Trash 

Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan Machado Lake 

Trash TMDL 

September 5, 2008 December 9, 2008 

RB-AR3743



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-11 

Machado Lake Nutrient 

TMDL 

Palos Verdes Peninsula 

Coordinated Monitoring 

Plan In Compliance with 

the Machado Lake 

Nutrient Total Maximum 

Daily Load 

February 1, 2011 December 14, 2010 

Machado Lake Nutrients 

TMDL Lake Water 

Quality Management 

Plan for City of Los 

Angeles 

August 18, 2010 February 14, 2011 

Machado Lake Nutrient 

TMDL Monitoring and 

Reporting Program Plan 

for the City of Carson 

March 27, 2012 March 7, 2012 

Machado Lake 

Multipollutant TMDL 

Monitoring and Reporting 

Program for the 

Unincorporated Areas of 

Los Angeles County 

within the Machado Lake 

Watershed 

September 12, 2011 April 25, 2012 

Monitoring Plans were 

due from the City of 

Lomita on April 25, 2011, 

City of Redondo Beach 

on March 11, 2010, and 

City of Torrance on May 

16, 2012. 

--- --- 

Machado Lake Pesticides 

and PCBs TMDL 

Monitoring Plan is due on 

September 20, 2012. 
--- --- 

Dominguez Channel and 

Greater Los Angeles and 

Long Beach Harbor 

Waters Toxic Pollutants 

TMDL 

Monitoring Plan is due on 

November 23, 2013. 
--- --- 

Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles River 

Watershed Trash TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was not 

required. 
N/A N/A 
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Los Angeles River 

Nitrogen Compounds and 

Related Effects TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was due 

on March 23, 2005. 
--- --- 

Los Angeles River and 

Tributaries Metals TMDL 

Los Angeles River Metals 

TMDL Coordinated 

Monitoring Plan 

March 25, 2008 April 11, 2008 

Los Angeles River 

Watershed Bacteria 

TMDL 

Monitoring Plan is due on 

March 23, 2013. 
--- --- 

Long Beach City Beaches 

and Los Angeles River 

Estuary Bacteria TMDL 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Los Angeles Area Lakes 

TMDLs (Lake Calabasas, 

Echo Park Lake and Peck 

Road Park Lake) 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area 

San Gabriel River and 

Impaired Tributaries 

Metals and Selenium 

TMDL 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Legg Lake Trash TMDL 

Legg Lake Trash 

Monitoring & Reporting 

Plan: Legg Lake Trash 

TMDL 

September 5, 2008 March 25, 2009 

Los Angeles Area Lakes 

TMDLs (Legg Lake and 

Puddingstone Reservoir) 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area 

Los Cerritos Channel 

Metals TMDL 

USEPA Established 

TMDL 
N/A N/A 

Colorado Lagoon OC 

Pesticides, PCBs, 

Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, 

and Metals TMDL 

Colorado Lagoon TMDL 

Monitoring Plan (CLTMP) 
January 28, 2012 

Has not been 

approved. 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area 
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Middle Santa Ana River 

Watershed Bacteria 

Indicator TMDL 

Monitoring Plan was due 

on November 16, 2007. 
--- --- 

 

VI. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING 

A. IMP Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements 

1. The IMP plan must contain the following information for receiving water 
monitoring: 

a. Declaration of whether receiving water monitoring is conducted under an 
IMP, CIMP or both.  

b. If receiving water monitoring is performed under the IMP, the plan must 
contain the following information: 

i. A map (preferably GIS) identifying the proposed receiving water 
monitoring stations for both dry weather and wet weather monitoring. 

ii. An explanation of how and why monitoring at the proposed locations 
will provide representative measurement of the effects of the 
Permittee’s MS4 discharges on the receiving water.  

iii. Identification of applicable TMDLs and TMDL compliance points, 
based on approved TMDL CMPs and/or as identified in the Basin Plan 
for the applicable TMDLs. 

iv. A description of how the Permittee is fulfilling its obligations for TMDL 
receiving water monitoring under this IMP, CIMP or other monitoring 
plans.  

v. A description of how the Permittee is contributing to the monitoring of 
mass emission stations or a discussion of why monitoring at mass 
emission stations is not being supported.  

B. CIMP Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements 

1. The CIMP plan must contain the following information for receiving water 
monitoring: 

a. A list of the participating Permittees.  

b. A map (preferably GIS) delineating the geographic boundaries of the 
monitoring plan including the receiving waters, the MS4 catchment 
drainages and outfalls, subwatershed boundaries (i.e., HUC 12), political 
boundaries, land use, and the  proposed receiving water monitoring 
stations for both dry weather and wet weather receiving water monitoring.  

c. An explanation of how and why monitoring at the proposed locations will 
provide representative measurement of the effects of the MS4 discharges 
on the receiving water.  
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2. TMDLs 

a. A list of applicable TMDLs and TMDL compliance points, based on 
approved TMDL CMPs and/or as identified in the Basin Plan for the 
applicable TMDLs. 

b. Identification of the proposed receiving water monitoring stations that fulfill 
the TMDL CMP requirements. 

3. Mass Emission Stations 

a. Location of mass emission stations, 

b. Description of monitoring at mass emission stations or justification of why 
monitoring at the mass emission stations will be discontinued. 

C. Minimum Wet Weather Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements  

1. The IMP and/or CIMP shall incorporate the following minimum requirements 
for monitoring the receiving water during wet weather conditions: 

a. The receiving water shall be monitored a minimum of three times per year 
for all parameters except aquatic toxicity, which must be monitored at 
least twice per year, or more frequently if required by applicable TMDL 
CMPs. 

b. Monitoring shall be performed in the receiving water during wet weather 
conditions, defined for the purposes of this monitoring program as follows: 

i. When the receiving water is the Santa Monica Bay or other ocean or 
estuary water body, wet weather occurs during a storm event of 
greater than or equal to 0.1 inch of precipitation, as measured from at 
least 50 percent of the Los Angeles County controlled rain gauges 
within the watershed.  

ii. When the receiving water body is a river, stream or creek, wet weather 
shall be defined as when the flow within the receiving water is at least 
20 percent greater than the base flow or as defined by effective TMDLs 
within the watershed.   

iii. Monitoring shall occur during wet weather conditions, including 
targeting the first significant rain event of the storm year following the 
criteria below, and at least two additional wet weather events within the 
same wet weather season. Permittees shall target the first storm event 
of the storm year with a predicted rainfall of at least 0.25 inch at a 
seventy percent probability of rainfall at least 24 hours prior to the 
event start time. Permittees shall target subsequent storm events that 
forecast sufficient rainfall and runoff to meet program objectives and 
site specific study needs. Sampling events shall be separated by a 
minimum of three days of dry conditions (less than 0.1 inch of rain 
each day). 
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c. Receiving water monitoring shall begin within 6 hours after storm water 
outfall-based monitoring, unless Permittees can demonstrate that a longer 
time period is reflective of the rain event. 

d. At a minimum, the following parameters shall be monitored unless a 
surrogate pollutant has been approved by the Executive Officer of the 
Regional Water Board.  

i. Flow 

ii. Pollutants assigned a receiving water limitation derived from TMDL 
WLAs (See Attachments L-R of this Order), 

iii. Other pollutants identified on the CWA section 303(d) List for the 
receiving water or downstream receiving waters, 

iv. Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and Suspended-Sediment 
Concentration (SSC) if the receiving water is listed on the CWA section 
303(d) list for sedimentation, siltation or turbidity,1 

v. Field measurements applicable to inland freshwater bodies only:  
hardness, pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and specific 
conductivity, 

vi. Aquatic Toxicity (twice per year). 

D. Minimum Dry Weather Receiving Water Monitoring  

1. The IMP and/or CIMP plan shall incorporate the following minimum 
requirements for monitoring the receiving water during dry weather 
conditions: 

a. The receiving water shall be monitored a minimum of two times per year 
for all parameters, or more frequently if required by applicable TMDL 
CMPs.  One of the monitoring events shall be during the month with the 
historically lowest instream flows. 

b. Monitoring shall be performed in the receiving water during dry weather 
conditions, defined as follows: 

i. When the receiving water is the Santa Monica Bay or other ocean or 
estuary water body, dry weather occurs on days with less than 0.1 inch 
of rain and those days not less than three days after a rain event of 0.1 
inch or greater within the watershed, as measured from at least 50 
percent of Los Angeles County controlled rain gauges within the 
watershed. 

ii. When the receiving water body is a river, stream or creek, dry weather 
shall be defined as when the flow is less than 20 percent greater than 
the base flow or as defined by effective TMDLs within the watershed. 

                                            
1
 Gray, John, R., G. Douglas Glysson, Lisa M. Turcios, and Gregory E. Schwarz. 2000. Comparability of 

Suspended-Sediment Concentration and Total Suspended Solids Data. United States Geological Survey. 
Water Resources Investigations Report 00-4191. August 2000. 
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c. At a minimum the following parameters shall be monitored during dry 
weather conditions, unless a surrogate pollutant has been approved by 
the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board: 

i. Flow 

ii. Pollutants assigned receiving water limitations derived from TMDL dry 
weather WLAs, 

iii. Other pollutants identified on the CWA section 303(d) List for the 
receiving water or downstream receiving waters, 

iv. Pollutants assigned non-storm water action levels in Attachment G, 

v. TSS and hardness, when metals are monitored, 

vi. Field measurements for monitoring of inland freshwater bodies: 
dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and specific conductivity,  

vii. Aquatic Toxicity (twice per year, once during the month with the 
historically lowest flows). 

VII. OUTFALL BASED MONITORING 

A. MS4 Map and Outfall Database. The IMP and/or CIMP plan(s) shall include a 
map of the MS4 to include the following information: 

1. Surface water bodies within the Permittee(s) jurisdiction 

2. Sub-watershed (HUC 12) boundaries 

3. Land use overlay 

4. Effective Impervious Area (EIA) overlay (if available) 

5. Jurisdictional boundaries 

6. The location and length of all open channel and underground pipes 18 inches 
in diameter or greater 

7. The location of all dry weather diversions 

8. The location of all major MS4 outfalls within the Permittee’s jurisdictional 
boundary. Each major outfall shall be assigned an alphanumeric identifier, 
which must be noted on the map 

9. Notation of outfalls with significant non-storm water discharges (to be updated 
annually) 

10.  Storm drain outfall catchment areas for each major outfall within the 
Permittee(s) jurisdiction 

11. Each mapped MS4 outfall shall be linked to a database containing descriptive 
and monitoring data associated with the outfall. The data shall include: 

a. Ownership 

b. Coordinates 
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c. Physical description 

d. Photographs of the outfall shall be taken to provide baseline information to 
track operation and maintenance needs over time 

e. Determination of whether the outfall conveys significant non-storm water 
discharges 

f. Storm water and non-storm water monitoring data 

VIII. STORM WATER OUTFALL BASED MONITORING 

A. Storm Water Outfall Based Monitoring 

1. Storm water discharges from the MS4 shall be monitored at outfalls, 
manholes or in channels at the Permittee’s jurisdictional boundary.  

2. The Permittee shall consider the following criteria when selecting outfalls for 
storm water discharge monitoring: 

a. The storm water outfall based monitoring program shall include monitoring 
from at least one major outfall per subwatershed (HUC 12) drainage area, 
within the Permittee’s jurisdiction. 

b. The drainages to the selected outfalls shall be representative of the land 
uses within the Permittee’s jurisdiction. 

c. If a Permittee is implementing an IMP, to the extent possible, the selected 
outfalls shall not receive drainage from another jurisdiction. If this is not 
possible, and a Permittee is pursuing an individual outfall based IMP 
program, the Permittee shall conduct “upstream and “downstream” 
monitoring as the system enters and exits the Permittee’s jurisdiction. 

d. The Permittee shall select outfalls with configurations that facilitate 
accurate flow measurement and in consideration of safety of monitoring 
personnel. 

e. The specific location of sample collection may be within the MS4 upstream 
of the actual outfall to the receiving water if field safety or accurate flow 
measurement require it. 

B. Minimum Storm Water Outfall Based Monitoring Requirements  

1. The IMP and/or CIMP shall incorporate the following minimum requirements 
for monitoring storm water: 

a. Storm water discharges shall be monitored a minimum of three times per 
year for all parameters except aquatic toxicity, which shall be monitored 
once per year (unless a proximate downstream receiving water monitoring 
location has not exhibited aquatic toxicity during the past two years). 

b. Monitoring shall be performed at the selected outfalls during wet weather 
conditions, defined for the purposes of this monitoring program as follows: 
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i. When the receiving water is the Santa Monica Bay or other ocean or 
estuary water body, wet weather occurs during a storm event equal to 
or greater than 0.1 inch of precipitation, as determined by the closest 
Los Angeles County rain gauge to the catchment area draining to the 
outfall.  

ii. When the receiving water body is a river, stream or creek, wet weather 
shall be defined as when the flow within the receiving water is at least 
20 percent greater than the base flow or as defined by effective TMDLs 
within the watershed.   

iii. Monitoring of storm water discharges shall occur during wet weather 
conditions resulting from the first rain event of the year, and at least 
two additional wet weather events within the same wet weather 
season. Permittees shall target the first storm event of the storm year 
with a predicted rainfall of at least 0.25 inch at a seventy percent 
probability of rainfall at least 24 hours prior to the event start time. 
Permittees shall target subsequent storm events that forecast sufficient 
rainfall and runoff to meet program objectives and site specific study 
needs. Sampling events shall be separated by a minimum of three 
days of dry conditions (less than 0.1 inch of rain each day). 

iv. Storm water outfall based monitoring shall commence within 6 hours 
prior to downstream receiving water monitoring, unless Permittees can 
demonstrate that a longer time period is reflective of the rain event.  

c. At a minimum, the following parameters shall be monitored unless a 
surrogate pollutant has been approved by the Executive Officer of the 
Regional Water Board: 

i. Flow 

ii. Pollutants assigned a WQBEL derived from TMDL WLAs (See 
Attachments L-R of this Order), 

iii. Other pollutants identified on the CWA section 303(d) List for the 
receiving water or downstream receiving waters, 

iv. Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and Suspended-Sediment 
Concentration (SSC) if the receiving water is listed on the CWA 
Section 303(d) list for sedimentation, siltation or turbidity, 

v. Field measurements applicable to inland freshwater bodies only:  
hardness, pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and specific 
conductivity, 

vi. Aquatic Toxicity (if aquatic toxicity has been observed downstream of 
the outfall in the past two years). 

C. Sampling Methods  

1. Samples shall be collected during the first 24 hours of the storm water 
discharge or for the entire storm water discharge if it is less than 24 hours. 
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2. If a Permittee is not participating in a IMP or CIMP, the flow-weighted 
composite sample for a storm water discharge shall be taken with a 
continuous sampler, or it shall be taken as a combination of a minimum of 3 
sample aliquots, taken in each hour of discharge for the first 24 hours of the 
discharge or for the entire discharge if the storm event is less than 24 hours, 
with each aliquot being separated by a minimum of 15 minutes within each 
hour of discharge, unless the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
approves an alternate protocol. 

IX. NON-STORM WATER OUTFALL BASED SCREENING AND MONITORING 

A. Objectives of the Non-Storm Water Outfall Screening and Monitoring 
Program 

The outfall screening and monitoring process is intended to meet the following 

objectives. 

1. Develop criteria or other means to ensure that all outfalls with significant non-

storm water discharges are identified and assessed during the term of this 

Order.  

2. For outfalls determined to have significant non-storm water flow, determine 

whether flows are the result of illicit connections/illicit discharges (IC/IDs), 

authorized or conditionally exempt non-storm water flows, or from unknown 

sources. 

3. Refer information related to identified IC/IDs to the IC/ID Elimination Program 

(Part VI.D.9 of this Order) for appropriate action. 

4. Based on existing screening or monitoring data or other institutional 

knowledge, assess the impact of non-storm water discharges (other than 

identified IC/IDs) on the receiving water. 

5. Prioritize monitoring of outfalls considering the potential threat to the receiving 

water and applicable TMDL compliance schedules.  

6. Conduct monitoring or assess existing monitoring data to determine the 

impact of non-storm water discharges on the receiving water.  

7. Conduct monitoring or other investigations to identify the source of pollutants 

in non-storm water discharges. 

8. Use results of the screening process to evaluate the conditionally exempt 

non-storm water discharges identified in Parts III.A.2 and III.A.3 of this Order 

and take appropriate actions pursuant to Part III.A.4.d of this Order for those 

discharges that have been found to be a source of pollutants. Any future 

reclassification shall occur per the conditions in Parts III.A.2 or III.A.6 of this 

Order.  

9. Maximize the use of Permittee resources by integrating the screening and 

monitoring process into existing or planned IMP and/or CIMP efforts. 
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A. Outfall Screening and Monitoring Plan 

1. Concurrent with the development of an IMP or CIMP, or within six (6) months 
of the effective date of this Order, each Permittee shall submit a non-storm 
water outfall-based screening and monitoring program plan that documents 
with written procedures an explanation of how the program is to be 
implemented. The procedures must be updated as needed to reflect the 
Permittee’s program. The plan may be a separate stand-alone document or 
may be part of an IMP or CIMP. 

2. Each Permittee shall conduct at least one re-assessment of its non-storm 
water outfall-based screening and monitoring program during the term of this 
Order to determine whether changes or updates are needed.  Where changes 
are needed, the Permittee shall make the changes in its written program 
documents, implement these changes in practice, and describe the changes 
within the next annual report. 

B. Identification of Outfalls with Significant with Non-Storm Water Discharge 

1. Based on the inventory of MS4 outfalls required under Part VII of this MRP, 
each Permittee shall identify MS4 outfalls with significant non-storm water 
discharges. Significant non-storm water discharges may be determined by 
one or more of the following characteristics: 

a. Discharges from major outfalls subject to dry weather TMDLs. 

b. Discharges for which existing monitoring data exceeds non-storm water 
Action Levels identified in Attachment G of this Order. 

c. Non-storm water discharges that have caused or have the potential to 
cause overtopping of downstream diversions. 

d. Discharges exceeding a proposed threshold discharge rate as determined 
by the Permittee. 

e. Other characteristics as determined by the Permittee and incorporated 
within their screening program plan.  

 
D. Inventory of MS4 Outfalls with Non-Storm Water Discharges 

1. Each Permittee shall develop and maintain an inventory of MS4 outfalls and 
identify those with known significant non-storm water discharges and those 
requiring no further assessment. If the MS4 outfall requires no further 
assessment, the inventory must include the rationale for the determination of 
no further action required. This inventory shall be recorded in a database with 
outfall locations linked to the MS4 map required in Part VII.A of this MRP. GIS 
is preferred.  

2. As a component of the inventory, each Permittee shall record existing data 
from past outfall screening and monitoring and initiate data collection efforts 
as warranted. The data shall include the physical attributes of those MS4 

RB-AR3753



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-21 

outfalls determined to have significant non-storm water discharges. Attributes 
to be obtained shall, at a minimum, include: 

a. Date and time of last visual observation or inspection  

b. Outfall alpha-numeric identifier 

c. Description of outfall structure including size (e.g., diameter and shape) 

d. Description of receiving water at the point of discharge (e.g., natural, soft-
bottom with armored sides, trapezoidal, concrete channel)  

e. Latitude/longitude coordinates  

f. Nearest street address 

g. Parking, access, and safety considerations 

h. Photographs of outfall condition 

i. Photographs of significant non-storm water discharge (or indicators of 
discharge) 

j. Estimation of discharge rate 

k. All diversions either upstream or downstream of the outfall  

l. Observations regarding discharge characteristics such as turbidity, odor, 
color, presence of debris, floatables, or characteristics that could aid in 
source identification. 

4. Each year, the MS4 map and associated outfall database required in Part 
VII.A of the MRP shall be updated to incorporate the most recent 
characterization data for outfalls with significant non-storm water discharge. 

E. Prioritized Source Identification   

1. Outfalls within the inventory shall be prioritized in the following order for 
source identification activities: 

a. Outfalls discharging directly to receiving waters with WQBELs or receiving 
water limitations in the TMDL provisions for which final compliance 
deadlines have passed. 

b. All major outfalls and other outfalls that discharge to a receiving water 
subject to a TMDL shall be prioritized according to TMDL compliance 
schedules. 

c. Outfalls for which monitoring data exist and indicate recurring 
exceedances of one or more of the Action Levels identified in Attachment 
G of this Order. 

d. All other major outfalls identified to have significant non-storm water 
discharges. 

2. Each Permittee shall develop a source identification schedule based on the 
prioritized list of outfalls exhibiting significant non-storm water discharges. 
The schedule shall ensure that source investigations are conducted for no 
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less than 25% of the outfalls in the inventory within three years of the effective 
date of this Order and 100% of the outfalls within 5 years of the effective date 
of this Order.   

3. Alternatively, a Permittee may request an alternative prioritization and 
schedule from the Regional Water Board if it can demonstrate an equivalent 
level of source investigation and abatement through an approved IMP or 
CIMP.  

F. Identify Source(s) of Significant Non-Storm Water Discharge 

1. If the source is determined to be an illicit discharge, each Permittee shall 
implement procedures to eliminate the discharge consistent with IC/ID 
requirements and document the actions in the next annual report.  

2. If the source is determined to be an NPDES permitted discharge, a discharge 
subject to a Record of Decision approved by USEPA pursuant to section 121 
of CERCLA, a conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge, or 
entirely comprised of natural flows as defined at Part III.A.d of this Order, 
document the source and report to the Regional Water Board within 30 days 
of determination and in the next annual report. 

3. If the source is either unknown or a conditionally exempt, but non-essential, 
non-storm water discharge, each Permittee shall conduct monitoring required 
in Part IX.G of this MRP.  

4. If the discharge is comprised of more than one source, the Permittee shall 
attempt to quantify the relative contribution from the individual or group of 
similar sources (e.g., irrigation overspray) and classify the contributions as 
authorized, conditionally exempt essential, natural, illicit discharge, 
conditionally exempt non-essential, or unknown. 

5. If the source of non-storm water discharge is unknown, the Permittee shall 
describe the efforts undertaken to identify the source. Methods for identifying 
the source of non-storm water discharge may include inspection and/or 
surveillance, discharge monitoring and data loggers, video or physical 
inspection, monitoring for indicator parameters (e.g., surfactants, chlorine, 
Pyrethroids), or other means. 

6. If a source originates within an upstream jurisdiction, the Permittee shall 
inform in writing both the upstream jurisdiction and the Regional Water Board 
within 30 days of determination of the presence of the discharge, all available 
characterization data, contribution determination efforts, and efforts taken to 
identify its source. 

7. MS4 outfalls requiring no further action shall be maintained in the MS4 outfall 
map and associated database (see Part VII.A. of this MRP).  

G. Monitor Non-Storm Water Discharges Exceeding Criteria 

1. Within 90 days after completing the source identification or after the Executive 
Officer of the Regional Water Board approves the IMP or CIMP, whichever is 
later, each Permittee shall monitor outfalls that have been determined to 
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convey significant discharges comprised of either unknown or conditionally 
exempt non-storm water discharges, or continuing discharges attributed to 
illicit discharges. The following parameters shall be monitored: 

d. Flow, 

e. Pollutants assigned a WQBEL or receiving water limitation to implement 
TMDL Provisions for the respective receiving water, as identified in 
Attachments L - R of this Order, 

f. Pollutants with non-storm water action levels as identified in Attachment G 
of this Order,  

g. Other pollutants identified on the CWA section 303(d) List for the receiving 
water or downstream receiving waters, 

h. Aquatic Toxicity (required when the previous monitoring results from this 
outfall indicated toxicity, or results from a proximate downstream receiving 
water monitoring indicated aquatic toxicity during the last two years).  

2. For outfalls subject to a dry weather TMDL, monitoring frequency shall be per 
the approved CMP or as otherwise specified in the TMDL, or as specified in 
an IMP or CIMP approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water 
Board. 

3. For outfalls not subject to dry weather TMDLs, monitoring frequency shall be 
four times during the first year following source identification, distributed 
approximately quarterly, during dry weather conditions, except where required 
based on receiving water monitoring data, aquatic toxicity shall be monitored 
two times during the first year or as specified in an IMP or CIMP approved by 
the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board. 

4. Except as required by an applicable TMDL CMP, IMP, or CIMP approved by 
the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board, monitoring frequency may 
be reduced to twice per year, beginning in the second year of monitoring, if 
pollutant concentrations measured during the first year do not exceed 
WQBELs, non-storm water Action Levels or water quality standards for other 
pollutants identified on the CWA section 303(d) List for the receiving water or 
downstream receiving waters.  

5. Unless required by a TMDL, aquatic toxicity monitoring of significant non-
storm water discharges shall only be required when results from a proximate 
downstream receiving water monitoring have indicated aquatic toxicity during 
the last two years. If initial monitoring results from an outfall indicate toxicity, 
aquatic toxicity shall be monitor a second time during the reporting year. 
Aquatic toxicity monitoring may be reduced to once per year, if monitoring 
conducted during the first year indicates that the discharge was not toxic. 
Aquatic toxicity monitoring shall be performed per the procedures described 
in Part XII of this MRP. 

6. Following two years of monitoring, the Permittee may submit a written request 
to the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board to reduce or eliminate 
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monitoring of specified pollutants, based on an evaluation of the monitoring 
data.  

H. Sampling Methods 

1. For the purposes of this monitoring program, non-storm water discharges 
shall be monitored during days when precipitation is < 0.1 inch and those 
days not less than 3 days after a rain day. A rain day is defined as those with 
>= 0.1 inch of rain. 

2. Flow-weighted composite samples shall be taken for a non-storm water 
discharge using a continuous sampler, or it shall be taken as a combination of 
a minimum of 3 sample aliquots, taken in each hour during a 24-hour period, 
unless the Regional Water Board Executive Officer approves an alternate 
protocol. 

X. NEW DEVELOPMENT/RE-DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS TRACKING 

A. Each Permittee shall maintain a database providing the following information for 
each new development/re-development subject to the requirements of Part 
VI.D.6 of this Order that is approved by the Permittee on or after the effective 
date of this Order: 

1. Name of the Project and Developer, 

2. Project location and map (preferably linked to the GIS storm drain map), 

3. Date of Certificate of Occupancy, 

4. 85th percentile storm event for the project design (inches per 24 hours), 

5. 95th percentile storm event for projects draining to natural water bodies(inches 
per 24 hours), 

6. Other design criteria required to meet hydromodification requirements for 
drainages to natural water bodies, 

7. Project design storm (inches per 24-hours), 

8. Project design storm volume (gallons or MGD), 

9. Percent of design storm volume to be retained on site, 

10. Design volume for water quality mitigation treatment BMPs, if any.  

11. If flow through, water quality treatment BMPs are approved, provide the one-
year, one-hour storm intensity as depicted on the most recently issued 
isohyetal map published by the Los Angeles County Hydrologist, 

12.  Percent of design storm volume to be infiltrated at an off-site mitigation or 
groundwater replenishment project site, 

13. Percent of design storm volume to be retained or treated with biofiltration at 
an off-site retrofit project,  
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14. Location and maps (preferably linked to the GIS storm drain map required in 
Part VII.A of this MRP) of off-site mitigation, groundwater replenishment, or 
retrofit sites.  

XI. REGIONAL STUDIES 

A. Pyrethroid Insecticides Study Requirements 

1. Each Permittee shall perform a Pyrethroid Insecticides study to accomplish 
the following objectives: 

a. Establish baseline data for major watersheds  

b. Evaluate whether Pyrethroid Insecticide concentrations are at or 
approaching levels known to be toxic to sediment-dwelling aquatic 
organisms. 

i. Determine if Pyrethroids discovered are from urban sources. 

ii. Assess any trends over the permit term. 

2. Each Permittee shall incorporate monitoring for Pyrethroid Insecticides 
according to the following: 

a. No later than the second year after the effective date of this Order, 
monitoring shall begin. 

b. Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) to be submitted to the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer for approval 12 months prior to beginning 
monitoring. 

c. In selecting sites to conduct monitoring for Pyrethroid Insecticides, 
Permittees shall review existing monitoring programs in the watersheds by 
other public and private entities, watershed coalitions, and citizen 
volunteers, so as to complement and not duplicate efforts. 

d. Establish at least two stations along the main stems of each major 
watershed river that are influenced by urban discharges. 

3. Each Permittee shall monitor Pyrethroid Insecticides stations according to the 
following: 

a. Each Permittee shall monitor one sampling event per station per 
monitoring year. 

b. Monitoring shall occur after sediment has settled within the waterbody, 
and safe access can be assured. 

c. Sufficient sediment is to be collected at each station in a pre-cleaned 
glass jar by skimming the upper 1 cm of the sediment column with a steel 
scoop, and held on ice until returned to the laboratory. 

d. Sediment shall be homogenized in the laboratory by hand mixing, then 
held at 4 °C (toxicity samples) or -20 °C (chemistry samples). 

e. All samples taken shall be analyzed for the following Pyrethroids: 
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(1) biefenthrin 

(2) cyfluthrin 

(3) cypermethrin 

(4) deltamethrin 

(5) esfenvalerate 

(6) lambda-cyhalothrin 

(7) permethrin 

(8) tralomethrin (if laboratory is capable of analyzing for it) 

f. Detection limits for all Pyrethroids shall be as close to 1ng/g (dry weight) 
as reasonably achievable. 

g. Each sediment sample is to measure the following: 

i. Total organic carbon (TOC). 

ii. All samples shall be tested for toxicity to 7 to 10 day old Hyalella 
azteca according to standard USEPA testing methods.2  

iii.  Use of the approach described in Aquatic Toxicity Due to Residential 
Use of Pyrethroid Insecticides3 for toxicity testing shall be used. 

h. Analysis by a laboratory that has performed sediment toxicity testing for 
Pyrethroid Insecticides is preferred. 

i. Monitoring results from each station shall be sent electronically to the 
Regional Water Board's Storm Water Site at 
MS4stormwaterRB4@waterboards.ca.gov, no later than 90 days from 
sample collection date.  The sample data transmitted shall be in the most 
recent update of the Southern California Municipal Storm Water 
Monitoring Coalition's (SMC) Standardized Data Transfer Formats 
(SDTFs). 

j. If toxicity is attributed to Pyrethroids, then consultation with USEPA, the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulations, and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association's (CASQA) pesticides committee (UP3 
Project web site), shall be required to obtain relevant information to use in 
developing the recommendations to mitigate Pyrethroids in the Final Study 
Report. 

k. Final Report for the Pyrethroid Insecticides study shall contain the 
following: 

                                            
2
 U.S. EPA.  Methods for Measuring the Toxicity and Bioaccumulation of Sediment-Associated 

Contaminants with Freshwater Invertebrates; EPA Publication 600/R-99/064; U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency: Washington, DC, 2000; 192 pp. 
3
 Aquatic Toxicity Due to Residential Use of Pyrethroid Insecticides; Weston, D.P.; Holmes, R.W.; You, J.; 

Lydy, M.J.  Environ. Sci. Technol.; (Article); 2005; 39(24); 9780 pp.  
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i. Executive summary 

ii. Methods 

iii. Results (including map depicting monitoring stations) 

iv. Discussion 

v. Recommendations to mitigate Pyrethroids. 

l. The Final Report shall be completed and submitted to the Executive 
Officer of the Regional Water Board no later than 8 months after 
completion of the study. 

m. The Pyrethroid Insecticides Study requirement may be satisfied by 
another tributary monitoring program within the Watershed performing a 
sediment Pyrethroid Insecticides Study that is monitoring to assess 
pyrethroid concentrations and sediment toxicity, so as to complement 
other ongoing programs. 

n. Permittees can elect to conduct the Pyrethroid Insecticides Study on a 
jurisdiction, watershed, or countywide scale.  If Permittees elect to conduct 
the study at either a watershed or countywide scale, the study shall be 
incorporated into an IMP or CIMP and the Permittee shall notify the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer of its intent consistent with the 
notification requirements contained in Section IV.C of this MRP (Integrated 
Monitoring Plans).  

B. Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition Watershed Monitoring 
Program 

1. The Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition (SMC) Regional 
Watershed Monitoring Program was initiated in 2008. This program is 
conducted in collaboration with the Southern California Coastal Water 
Research Project (SCCWRP), State Water Board’s Surface Water Ambient 
Monitoring Program, three Southern California Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards (Los Angeles, Santa Ana, and San Diego) and several county 
storm water agencies (Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, Riverside and San 
Diego).  SCCWRP acts as the facilitator to organize the program and 
completes data analysis and report preparation. 

2. The SMC monitoring program seeks to coordinate and leverage existing 
monitoring efforts to produce regional estimates of condition, improve data 
comparability and quality assurance, and maximize data availability, while 
conserving monitoring expenditures.  The primary goal of this program is to 
implement an ongoing, large-scale regional monitoring program for southern 
California’s coastal streams and rivers.  The monitoring program addresses 
three main questions:  

a. What is the condition of streams in southern California?  

b. What are the stressors that affect stream condition?; and 

c.  Are conditions getting better or worse? 
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3. A comprehensive program was designed by the SMC, in which each 
participating group assesses its local watersheds and then contributes their 
portion to the overall regional assessment.  The program utilizes the following 
indicators:  benthic macroinvertebrate community bioassessment, benthic 
algal community bioassessment (soft algae and diatoms), riparian wetland 
evaluation (using California Rapid Assessment Methodology), water 
chemistry (nutrients and certain pesticides), water toxicity (using 
Ceriodaphnia), and physical habitat.  Sampling occurs in 15 coastal southern 
California watersheds from Ventura to the US-Mexico border, and sites are 
sampled randomly across three land use types (open space, urban and 
agriculture).  Six sites are sampled per year per watershed, resulting in 
monitoring of 90 sites per year and 450 sites overall over a five-year period 
(reaching the statistically desirable target of 30 data points per watershed). 

4. To continue to implement the SMC design, each Permittee shall be 
responsible for supporting the monitoring described at the sites within the 
watershed management area(s) that overlap with the Permittee’s jurisdictional 
area. These include six random sites annually in the Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed Management area and at three random sites annually in the Santa 
Clara River Watershed (the other three sites are funded by the Ventura 
County MS4 Permittees).  Permittees shall continue to contribute monitoring 
resources to the San Gabriel River and Los Angeles River Regional 
Watershed Monitoring Programs (overall, both of these programs fund six 
sites per year to contribute to the SMC Program).   

XII. AQUATIC TOXICITY MONITORING METHODS 

A. Aquatic Toxicity Monitoring as required in Parts VI (Receiving Water Monitoring), 
VIII (Storm Water Outfall Based Monitoring), and IX (Non-storm Water Outfall 
Based Monitoring) of this MRP, shall be conducted according to the procedures 
described in this Part.  

B. The Permittees shall collect and analyze samples taken from receiving water 
monitoring locations and outfall discharges, as soon as possible after sample 
collection, to evaluate the extent and causes of toxicity in receiving waters.  
Toxicity samples are to be flow-weighted composites (considering holding times, 
below) and can be collected manually or automatically. 
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C. The volume of sample shall be determined by specific test methods to be used. 
At a minimum it is suggested to collect 5 gallons for baseline testing, and for 
Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) studies. Sufficient sample volume shall be 
collected to perform the required toxicity tests.  The same refrigerated sample 
showing toxicity shall be used for the TIE, even though the holding time may 
exceed 72 hours.   

D. Holding Times. All toxicity tests shall be conducted as soon as possible following 
sample collection. A 36-hour sample holding time for test initiation shall be 
targeted. Sample storage (holding time) time shall not exceed 72 hours (from 
collection through lab processing).  

E. If the State Water Board adopts the Policy for Toxicity Assessment and Control 
that outlines the use of the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST), modifying the 
current hypothesis test methods, the Regional Water Board Executive Officer will 
revise the Monitoring and Reporting Program, as applicable, to reflect these 
changes.  These revisions would be made as soon as practicable following 
USEPA approval of the new state policy. 

F. Acute Toxicity Monitoring Program  

1. Test Methods. Acute Toxicity: Acute toxicity is a measure of primarily lethal 
effects that occur over a 96-hour period.  Acute toxicity shall be measured in 
percent survival measured in undiluted (100%) sample (receiving water or 
discharge effluent). 

a. The average survival in the undiluted sample for any three (3) consecutive 
96-hour static or continuous flow bioassay tests shall be at least 90%, and  

b. No single test shall produce less than 70% survival.  

2. Acute Toxicity Receiving Water/Effluent Monitoring Program. 

a. Method. The Permittee(s) shall conduct acute toxicity tests (96-hour static 
renewal toxicity tests) on water samples, by methods specified in 40 CFR 
Part 136 which cites USEPA’s Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity 
of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, 
Fifth Edition, October 2002, USEPA, Office of Water, Washington D.C. 
(EPA/821/R-02/012) or a more recent edition to ensure compliance.   

b. Test Species.  The fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas (Acute Toxicity 
Test Method 2000.0), shall be used as the test species for fresh water and 
the topsmelt, Atherinops affinis, shall be used as the test species in 
brackish water.  However, if the salinity of the receiving water is between 1 
to 32 parts per thousand (ppt), the Permittee(s) may have the option of 
using the inland silverside, Menidia beryllina (Acute Toxicity Test Method 
2006.0), instead of the topsmelt.  The method for topsmelt (Larval Survival 
and Growth Test Method 1006.0) is found in USEPA’s Short-term 
Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving 
Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms, First Edition, 
August 1995 (EPA/600/R-95/136). The Pacific mysid shall be used as the 
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invertebrate test species for marine water, and the water flea 
(Ceriodaphnia dubia, Daphnia pulex or Daphnia magna) shall be used as 
the invertebrate test species in fresh water.  

c. Alternate Reporting. For the acute toxicity testing with topsmelt, the 
Permittee(s) may elect to report the results or endpoint from the first 96 
hours of the chronic toxicity test as the results of the acute toxicity test, 
using USEPA’s August 1995 method (EPA/600/R-95/136) to conduct the 
chronic toxicity test.   

i. Toxicity Identification Evaluation. The Permittee(s) shall immediately 
begin a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) and implement the Initial 
Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) workplan if any of 
the results are less than 70% survival or the average survival in the 
undiluted sample for any three (3) consecutive 96-hour static or 
continuous flow bioassay tests is less than 90%. 

G. Chronic Toxicity 

1. Definition of Chronic Toxicity. Chronic toxicity measures a sublethal effect 
(e.g., reduced growth, reproduction) to experimental test organisms exposed 
to an effluent or receiving waters compared to that of the control organisms. 
Chronic toxicity shall be measured in TUc, where TUc = 100/NOEC. The No 
Observable Effect Concentration (NOEC) is expressed as the maximum 
percent effluent concentration that causes no observable effect on test 
organisms, as determined by the results of a critical life stage toxicity test. 

2. This Order includes a chronic toxicity trigger defined as an exceedance of 1.0 
TUc in a critical life stage test of 100% effluent. (The monthly median for 
chronic toxicity of 100% effluent shall not exceed 1 TUc in a critical life stage 
test.) 

3. Chronic Toxicity Effluent Monitoring Program. 

a. Test Species and Methods:  

i. The Permittee(s) shall conduct critical life stage chronic toxicity tests 
on 24-hour composite 100% effluent or receiving water grab samples.   

ii. For freshwater discharge Permittee(s) shall conduct the chronic toxicity 
test in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating 
the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater 
Organisms Fourth Edition, October 2002, (EPA/821/R-02/013), or a 
more recent edition.  

iii.  For brackish effluent, the Permittee(s) shall conduct the chronic 
toxicity test in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for 
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms, First Edition, August 
1995, (EPA/600/R-95/136), or Short Term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Marine and 
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Estuarine Organisms, Third Edition, October 2002, (EPA/821-R-02-
014), or a more recent edition. 

iv. The Permittee(s) shall conduct tests as follows: with a vertebrate, an 
invertebrate, and a plant for the first three suites of tests.  After the 
screening period, monitoring shall be conducted using the most 
sensitive species.   

v. Re-screening is required every 24 months.  The Permittee(s) shall re-
screen with the three species listed above and continue to monitor with 
the most sensitive species.  If the first suite of re-screening tests 
demonstrates that the same species is the most sensitive one, then the 
re-screening does not need to include more than one suite of tests.  If 
a different species is the most sensitive one or if there is ambiguity 
then the Permittee(s) shall proceed with suites of screening tests for a 
minimum of three, but not to exceed five suites. 

vi. In brackish waters, the presence of chronic toxicity may be estimated 
as specified using West Coast marine organisms according to 
USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluent and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine 
Organisms, August 1995 (EPA/600/R-95/136), or a more recent 
edition. 

vii. After the screening period, subsequent monitoring shall be conducted 
using the most sensitive species. 

viii. Outfall samples shall be collected before discharge to the receiving   
water.  

4. Chronic Toxicity Identification Evaluation. 

i. If the chronic toxicity of the effluent exceeds 1.0 TUc, the Permittee(s) 
shall immediately implement the Initial Investigation TRE workplan.  
The Permittee(s) shall ensure that they receive results of a failing 
chronic toxicity test within 24 hours of the completion of the test and 
the additional tests shall begin within 5 business days of the receipt of 
the result.   

H. Quality Assurance 

1. Concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted. Reference 
toxicant tests shall be conducted using the same test conditions as the 
effluent toxicity tests (e.g., same test duration, etc). 

2. If either the reference toxicant test or receiving water or effluent test does not 
meet all test acceptability criteria (TAC) as specified in the test methods 
manuals (EPA/600/4-91/002 and EPA/821-R-02-014), then the Permittee(s) 
must re-sample and re-test at the earliest time possible. 

3. Control and dilution water should be receiving water (if non-toxic) or 
laboratory water, as appropriate, as described in the manual.  If the dilution 
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water used is different from the water the test species are grown in (culture 
water), a second control using culture water shall be used. 

I. Preparation of an Initial Investigation TRE Workplan 

1. The Permittee(s) shall prepare and submit a copy of the Permittee(s)’s initial 
investigation TRE workplan to the Executive Officer of the Regional Water 
Board for approval within 90 days of the effective date of this Order.  If the 
Executive Officer does not disapprove the workplan within 60 days, the 
workplan shall become effective.  The Permittee(s) shall use USEPA manuals 
EPA/600/2-88/070 (industrial) or EPA/833B-99/002 (municipal) as guidance.  
This workplan shall describe the steps the Permittee(s) intends to follow if 
toxicity is detected, and should include, at a minimum: 

a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that will be 
used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, 
and MCM and/or BMP efficiency. 

b. A description of the Permittee(s) methods for minimizing the toxicity of 
storm water and non-storm water discharges. 

c. If a TIE is necessary, the name or position title of who would conduct the 
TIEs (i.e., an in-house expert or an outside contractor). 

J. Steps in TRE and TIE Procedures 

1. If results of the implementation of the facility’s initial investigation TRE 
workplan indicate the need to continue the TRE/TIE, the Permittee(s) shall 
expeditiously develop a more detailed TRE workplan for submittal to the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer within 30 days of completion of the 
initial investigation TRE. The detailed workplan shall include, but not be 
limited to: 

a. Further actions to investigate and identify the cause of toxicity; 

b. Actions the Permittee(s) will take to mitigate the impact of the discharge 
and prevent the recurrence of toxicity; 

c. A schedule for these actions. 

2. The following section summarizes the stepwise approach used in conducting 
the TRE: 

a. Step 1 includes basic data collection. Data collected for the accelerated 
monitoring requirements may be used to conduct the TRE; 

b. Step 2 evaluates optimization of the Permittee(s) Minimum Control 
Measures (MCMs) in reducing the toxicity of the storm water and non-
storm water discharges to the MS4 system.  

c. If Steps 1 and 2 are unsuccessful, Step 3 implements a TIE and 
employment of all reasonable efforts using currently available TIE 
methodologies.  The objective of the TIE shall be to identify the substance 
or combination of substances causing the observed toxicity; 
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d. Assuming successful identification or characterization of the toxicant(s), 
Step 4 evaluates final effluent treatment options; 

e. Step 5 evaluates options for reducing toxicity of storm water and/or non-
storm water discharges to the MS4 system; and,  

f. Step 6 consists of confirmation once a toxicity control method has been 
implemented. 

3. Many recommended TRE elements parallel source control, pollution 
prevention, and storm water control program minimum control measures and 
BMPs. To prevent duplication of efforts, evidence of compliance with those 
requirements may be sufficient to comply with TRE requirements.  By 
requiring the first steps of a TRE to be accelerated testing and review of the 
Permittee(s) TRE workplan, a TRE may be ended in its early stages.  All 
reasonable steps shall be taken to reduce toxicity to the required level.  The 
TRE may be ended at any stage if monitoring indicates there are no longer 
toxicity (six consecutive chronic toxicity test results are less than or equal to 
1.0 TUc or six consecutive acute toxicity test results are greater than 90% 
survival). 

4. The Permittee(s) shall initiate a TIE as part of the TRE process to identify the 
cause(s) of toxicity. The Permittee(s) shall use the USEPA acute manual, 
chronic manual, EPA/600/6-91/005F (Phase I)/EPA/600/R-96-054 (for 
marine), EPA/600/R-92/080 (Phase II), and EPA-600/R-92/081 (Phase III), as 
guidance. 

5. If a TRE/TIE is initiated prior to completion of the accelerated testing, then the 
accelerated testing schedule may be terminated, or used as necessary in 
performing the TRE/TIE, as determined by the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer. 

6. Toxicity tests conducted as part of a TRE/TIE may also be used for 
compliance determination, if appropriate. 

7. The Regional Water Board recognizes that toxicity may be episodic and 
identification of causes of and reduction of sources of toxicity may not be 
successful in all cases.  Consideration of enforcement action by the Regional 
Water Board will be based, in part, on the Permittee(s)’s actions and efforts to 
identify and control or reduce sources of consistent toxicity. 

K. Ammonia Removal 

1. Except with prior approval from the Executive Officer of the Regional Water 
Board, ammonia shall not be removed from bioassay samples.  The 
Permittees must demonstrate the receiving water or effluent toxicity is caused 
by ammonia because of increasing test pH when conducting the toxicity test.  
It is important to distinguish the potential toxic effects of ammonia from other 
pH sensitive chemicals, such as certain heavy metals, sulfide, and cyanide.  
The following may be steps to demonstrate that the toxicity is caused by 
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ammonia and not other toxicants before the Executive Officer would allow for 
control of pH in the test. 

a. There is consistent toxicity in the effluent and the maximum pH in the 
toxicity test is in the range to cause toxicity due to increased pH. 

b. Chronic ammonia concentrations in the effluent are greater than 4 mg/L 
total ammonia. 

c. Conduct graduated pH tests as specified in the toxicity identification 
evaluation methods.  For example, mortality should be higher at pH 8 and 
lower at pH 6. 

d. Treat the effluent with a zeolite column to remove ammonia. Mortality in 
the zeolite treated effluent should be lower than the non-zeolite treated 
effluent. Then add ammonia back to the zeolite-treated samples to confirm 
toxicity due to ammonia. 

2. When it has been demonstrated that toxicity is due to ammonia because of 
increasing test pH, pH may be controlled using appropriate procedures which 
do not significantly alter the nature of the effluent, after submitting a written 
request to the Regional Water Board, and receiving written permission 
expressing approval from the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board. 

L. Reporting 

1. The Permittee(s) shall submit a full report of the toxicity test results, including 
any accelerated testing conducted during the month as required by this 
Order. Test results shall be reported as % survival for acute toxicity test 
results with the self monitoring reports (SMR) for the month in which the test 
is conducted.  If an initial investigation indicates the source of toxicity and 
accelerated testing is unnecessary, then those results also shall be submitted 
with the SMR for the period in which the investigation occurred. 

2. The full report shall be submitted on or before the end of the month in which 
the SMR is submitted. 

3. The full report shall consist of: 

a. The results;  

b. The dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; 

c. The acute toxicity average limit or chronic toxicity limit or trigger; and 

d. The printout of the ToxCalc or Comprehensive Environmental Toxicity 
Information System (CETIS) program results. 

4. Test results for toxicity tests also shall be reported according to the 
appropriate manual chapter on Report Preparation and shall be attached to 
the SMR.  Routine reporting shall include, at a minimum, as applicable, for 
each test: 

a. Sample date(s); 

RB-AR3767



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-35 

b. Test initiation date; 

c. Test species; 

d. End point values for each dilution (e.g., number of young, growth rate, 
percent survival); 

e. LC50 value(s) in percent effluent; 

f. TUa values 







=

50

100

LC
TU

a
 ; 

g. IC15, IC25, IC40 and IC50 values in percent effluent; 

h. NOEC value(s) in percent effluent; 

i. TUc values 







=

NOEC
TU

c

100
 ; 

j. Mean percent mortality (+standard deviation) after 96 hours in 100% 
effluent (if applicable); 

k. No Observable Effect Concentration (NOEC) and Lowest Observable 
Effect Concentration (LOEC) values for reference toxicant test(s); 

l. IC25 value for reference toxicant test(s); 

m. Any applicable charts; and 

n. Available water quality measurements for each test (e.g., pH, dissolved 
oxygen (D.O.), temperature, conductivity, hardness, salinity, ammonia). 

5. Monitoring results submitted to the Regional Water Board shall be consistent 
with the requirements identified in Part XVIII.A.5 and Part XVIII.A.7 of this 
MRP. 

6. The Permittee(s) shall notify this Regional Water Board of any toxicity 
exceedance of the limit or trigger by telephone or electronically within 24 
hours of receipt of the results, followed by a written report within 14 calendar 
days of receipt of the results.  The verbal or electronic notification shall 
include the exceedance and the plan the Permittee(s) has taken or will take to 
investigate and correct the cause(s) of toxicity.  It may also include a status 
report on any actions required by the permit, with a schedule for actions not 
yet completed.  If no actions have been taken, the reasons shall be given  

RB-AR3768



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-36 

XIII. SPECIAL STUDIES 

A. Each Permittee shall be responsible for conducting special studies required in an 
effective TMDL or an approved TMDL CMP applicable to a watershed that 
transects its political boundary. 

XIV. STANDARD MONITORING AND REPORTING PROVISIONS  

A. All monitoring and reporting activities shall meet the following requirements. 

1. Monitoring and Records [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(1)]  

a. Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be 
representative of the monitored activity. 

b. Monitoring and Records [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(2)] [California Water 
Code § 13383(a)]  

i. Permittees shall retain records of all monitoring information, including 
all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart 
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all 
reports required by this Order, and records of all data used to complete 
the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) and application for this Order, 
for a period of at least three (3) years from the date of the sample, 
measurement, report, or application.  This period may be extended by 
request of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer or USEPA at 
any time. 

c. Monitoring and Records [40 CFR section 122.21(j)(3)] 

i. Records of monitoring information shall include: 

1. The date, time of sampling or measurements, exact place, weather 
conditions, and rain fall amount. 

2.  The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements. 

3. The date(s) analyses were performed. 

4. The individual(s) who performed the analyses. 

5. The analytical techniques or methods used.  

6. The results of such analyses. 

7. The data sheets showing toxicity test results. 

d. Monitoring and Records [40 CFR section 122.21(j) (4)]. All monitoring, 
sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted 
according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136 for the 
analysis of pollutants, unless another test procedure is required under 40 
CFR subchapter N or O or is otherwise specified in this Order for such 
pollutants. If a particular Minimum Level (ML) is not attainable in 
accordance with procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 136, the lowest 
quantifiable concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a 
specific analytical procedure may be used instead. 
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e. Monitoring and Records [40 CFR section 122.41(j)(5)]. The CWA provides 
that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be maintained 
under this Order shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $10,000, or by imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both.  If a 
conviction of a person is for a violation committed after a first conviction of 
such person under this paragraph, punishment is a fine of not more than 
$20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more than four 
years, or both. 

B. All chemical, bacteriological, and toxicity analyses shall be conducted at a 
laboratory:  

1. Certified for such analyses by an appropriate governmental regulatory 
agency. 

2. Participated in “Intercalibration Studies” for storm water pollutant analysis 
conducted by the SMC.4 

3. Which performs laboratory analyses consistent with the storm water 
monitoring guidelines as specified in, the Stormwater Monitoring Coalition 
Laboratory Guidance Document, 2nd Edition R. Gossettt and K. Schiff (2007), 
and its revisions. 

C. For priority toxic pollutants that are identified in the CTR (65 Fed. Reg. 31682), 
the MLs published in Appendix 4 of the Policy for Implementation of Toxics 
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California 
(SIP) shall be used for all analyses, unless otherwise specified.   

D. The Monitoring Report shall specify the analytical method used, the Method 
Detection Level (MDL) and the ML for each pollutant.  For the purpose of 
reporting compliance with numerical limitations, performance goals, and 
receiving water limitations, analytical data shall be reported with one of the 
following methods, as appropriate: 

1. An actual numerical value for sample results greater than or equal to the ML. 

2. "Not-detected (ND)" for sample results less than the laboratory's MDL with the 
MDL indicated for the analytical method used. 

3. "Detected, but Not Quantified (DNQ)" if results are greater than or equal to 
the laboratory's MDL but less than the ML.  The estimated chemical 
concentration of the sample shall also be reported.  This is the concentration 
that results from the confirmed detection of the substance by the analytical 
method below the ML value. 

E. For priority toxic pollutants, if the Permittee can demonstrate that a particular ML 
is not attainable, in accordance with procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 136, the 

                                            
4
 The ‘Intercalibration Studies’ are conducted periodically by the SMC to establish a consensus based 

approach for achieving minimal levels of comparability among different testing laboratories for storm 
water samples to minimize analytical procedure bias.  Stormwater Monitoring Coalition Laboratory 
Document, Technical Report 420 (2004) and subsequent revisions and augmentations. 
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lowest quantifiable concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a 
specific analytical procedure (assuming that all the method specified sample 
weights, volumes, and processing steps have been followed) may be used 
instead of the ML listed in Appendix 4 of the SIP.  The Permittee must submit 
documentation from the laboratory to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
for approval prior to raising the ML for any constituent. 

F. Monitoring Reports [40 CFR 122.41(I)(4)(ii)].  

1. If a Permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by this 
Order using test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136, or another 
method specified in this Order, the results of such monitoring shall be 
included in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted in the Annual 
Monitoring Reports. 

G. Monitoring Reports [40 CFR 122.41(I)(4)(iii)] 

1. Calculations for all limitations, which require averaging of measurements, 
shall utilize an arithmetic mean unless otherwise specified in this Order. 

H. If no flow occurred during the reporting period, then the Monitoring Report shall, 
so state. 

I. The Regional Water Board or its Executive Officer, consistent with 40 CFR 
section 122.41, may approve changes to the Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
after providing the opportunity for public comment, either:  

1. By request of a Permittee or by an interested person after submittal of the 
Monitoring Report. Such request shall be in writing and filed not later than 60 
days after the Monitoring Report submittal date, or 

2. As deemed necessary by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, 
following notice to the Permittees. 

J. Permittees must provide a copy of the Standard Operation Procedures (SOPs) 
for the Monitoring and Reporting Program No. CI XXX to the Regional Water 
Board upon request.  The SOP will consist of five elements: Title page, Table of 
Contents, Procedures, Quality Assurance/ Quality Control (QA/ QC), and 
References.  Briefly describe the purpose of the work or process, including any 
regulatory information or standards that are appropriate to the SOP process, and 
the scope to indicate what is covered.  Denote what sequential procedures 
should be followed, divided into significant sections; e.g., possible interferences, 
equipment needed, equipment/instrument maintenance and calibration, 
personnel qualifications, and safety considerations. Describe QA/ QC activities, 
and list any cited or significant references. 

K. When monitoring cannot be performed to comply with the requirements of this 
Order due to circumstances beyond a Permittee’s control, then within two 
working days, the following shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer: 

1. Statement of situation. 
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2. Explanation of circumstance(s) with documentation. 

3. Statement of corrective action for the future. 

L. Results of monitoring from each receiving water or outfall based monitoring  
station conducted in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedure 
submitted under Standard Provision 14 of this MRP shall be sent electronically to 
the Regional Water Board's Storm Water site at 
MS4stormwaterRB4@waterboards.ca.gov, no later than 90 days from sample 
collection date, highlighting exceedances of receiving water limitations to 
implement TMDL provisions and Basin Plan water quality objectives, including 
California Toxic Rule continuous maximum concentration (CMC) criteria for all 
test results, with corresponding sampling dates per receiving water monitoring 
station.  The sample data transmitted shall be in the most recent update of the 
Southern California Municipal Storm Water Monitoring Coalition's (SMC) 
Standardized Data Transfer Formats (SDTFs). 

M. When monitoring data provides evidence that a storm water or non-storm water 
discharge has caused or contributed to an exceedance of a WQBEL, a non-
storm water action level, or exhibits aquatic toxicity, the Permittee shall notify the 
Regional Water Board in writing within 30 days of the determination and no later 
than 60 days after receipt of the monitoring data. 

XV. ANNUAL REPORT SUBMITTAL TIMELINES 

A. Each Permittee or group of Permittees shall submit by December 15th of each 
year beginning in 2013, an Annual Report to the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer in the form of a one hard copy and three compact disks (CD) (or 
equivalent electronic format). 

XVI. ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT OBJECTIVES 

B. The annual reporting process is intended to meet the following objectives. 

1. Present summary information that allows the Regional Water Board to  
assess:  

a. Each Permittee’s participation in one or more Watershed Management 
Programs. 

b. The impact of each Permittee(s) storm water and non-storm water 
discharges on the receiving water. 

c. Each Permittee’s compliance with receiving water limitations, numeric 
water quality-based effluent limitations, and non-storm water action levels. 

d. The effectiveness of each Permittee(s) control measures in reducing 
discharges of pollutants from the MS4 to receiving waters. 

e. Whether the quality of MS4 discharges and the health of receiving waters 
is improving, staying the same, or declining as a result watershed 
management program efforts, and/or TMDL implementation measures, or 
other Minimum Control Measures.  
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f. Whether changes in water quality can be attributed to pollutant controls 
imposed on new development, re-development, or retrofit projects. 

2. Present detailed data and information in an accessible format to allow the 
Regional Water Board to verify conclusions presented in a Permittee’s 
summary information. 

3. Provide the Permittee(s) a forum to discuss the effectiveness of its past and 
ongoing control measure efforts and to convey its plans for future control 
measures. 

4. Present data and conclusions in a transparent manner so as to allow review 
and understanding by the general public. 

5. Focus each Permittee’s reporting efforts on watershed condition, water quality 
assessment, and an evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures.  

XVII. WATERSHED SUMMARY INFORMATION, ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT 

A. Each Permittee shall include the information requested in A.1 through A.3 below 
in its odd year Annual Report (e.g., Year 1, 3, 5).  The requested information 
shall be provided for each watershed within the Permittee’s jurisdiction. 
Alternatively, permittees participating in a Watershed Management Program may 
provide the requested information through the development and submission of a 
Watershed Management Program plan and any updates thereto.  

1. Watershed Management Area. Where a Permittee has individually or 
collaboratively developed a Watershed Management Program Plan (WMPP) 
as described in Part VI.C of this Order, reference to the Watershed 
Management Program plan and any revisions thereto may suffice for baseline 
information regarding the Watershed Management Area. 

a. The following information shall be included for each Watershed 
Management Area within the Permittee(s) jurisdiction, where not included 
in a WMPP: 

i. A description of effective TMDLs, applicable WQBELs and receiving 
water limitations, and implementation and reporting requirements, and 
compliance dates  

ii. CWA section 303(d) listings of impaired waters not addressed by 
TMDLs 

iii. Results of regional bioassessment monitoring 

iv. Results of regional Pyrethroid studies, if any 

v. A description of known hydromodifications to receiving waters and a 
description, including locations, of natural drainage systems  

vi. Description of groundwater recharge areas including number and 
acres 
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vii. Maps and/or aerial photographs identifying the location of ESAs, 
ASBS, natural drainage systems, and groundwater recharge areas  

2. Subwatershed (HUC-12) Description. The following information shall be 
included for each Subwatershed (HUC-12) within the Permittee(s) jurisdiction. 
Where a Permittee has individually or collaboratively developed a WMPP as 
described in Part VI.C of this Order, reference to the WMPP and any 
revisions thereto may suffice for baseline information regarding the 
subwatershed (HUC-12) descriptions, where the required information is 
already included in the WMPP. The summary information describing the 
subwatershed shall include the following information:  

a. Description including HUC-12 number, name and a list of all tributaries 
named in the Basin Plan 

b. Land Use map of the HUC-12 subwatershed 

c. 85th percentile, 24-hour rainfall isohyetal map for the subwatershed 

d. One-year, one-hour storm intensity isohyetal map for the subwatershed 

e. MS4 map for the subwatershed, including major MS4 outfalls and all low-
flow diversions 

3. Description of the Permittee(s) Drainage Area within the Subwatershed. 
Where a Permittee has individually or collaboratively developed a WMPP as 
described in Part VI.C of this Order, reference to the WMPP and any 
revisions thereto may suffice for baseline information regarding the 
Permittee’s Drainage Area within the subwatershed (HUC-12), where the 
required information is already included in the Watershed Management 
Program. The following information shall be included for each jurisdiction 
within the Subwatershed (HUC-12):  

a. A subwatershed map depicting the Permittee(s) jurisdictional area and the 
MS4, including major outfalls (with identification numbers), and low flow 
diversions (with identifying names or numbers) located, within the 
Permittee’s jurisdiction. 

b. Provide the estimated baseline percent of effective impervious area (EIA) 
within the Permittee(s) jurisdictional area as existed at the time that this 
Order became effective. 

XVIII. ANNUAL ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING  

A. Each Permittee or group of Watershed Permittees shall include the information 
requested in A.1 through A.7 below in its Annual Report.  The requested 
information shall be provided for each watershed within the Permittee’s 
jurisdiction.  Each Permittee shall format its Annual Report to align with the 
reporting requirements identified in Parts A.1 through A.7 below.  
 
Annual Reports submitted on behalf of a group of Watershed Permittees shall 
clearly identify all data collected and strategies, control measures, and 
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assessments implemented by each Permittee within its jurisdiction as well as 
those implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale.  

1. Storm Water Control Measures. Each Permittee shall make all reasonable 
efforts to determine, compile, analyze, and summarize the following 
information.  

a. Estimated cumulative change in percent EIA since the effective date of 
this Order and, if possible, the estimated change in the storm water runoff 
volume during the 85th percentile storm event. 

b. Summary of New Development/Re-development Projects constructed 
within the Permittee(s) jurisdictional area during the reporting year.  

c. Summary of Retrofit Projects that reduced or disconnected impervious 
area from the MS4 during the reporting year. 

d. Summary of other projects designed to intercept storm water runoff prior 
to discharge to the MS4 during the reporting year. 

e. For the projects summarized above in 1.b through 1.d, estimate the total 
runoff volume retained on site by the implemented projects.   

f. Summary of actions taken in compliance with TMDL implementation plans 
or approved Watershed Management Programs to implement TMDL 
provisions in Part VI.E and Attachments L-R of this Order. 

g. Summary of riparian buffer/wetland restoration projects completed during 
the reporting year. For riparian buffers include width, length and 
vegetation type; for wetland include acres restored, enhanced or created.  

h. Summary of other Minimum Control Measures implemented during the 
reporting year, as the Permittee deems relevant. 

i. Status of all multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year 
and will therefore continue into the subsequent year(s). Additionally, if any 
of the requested information cannot be obtained, the Permittee shall 
provide a discussion of the factor(s) limiting its acquisition and steps that 
will be taken to improve future data collection efforts.   

2. Effectiveness Assessment of Storm Water Control Measures  

a. Rainfall summary for the reporting year. Summarize the number of storm 
events, highest volume event (inches/24 hours), highest number of 
consecutive days with measureable rainfall, total rainfall during the 
reporting year compared to average annual rainfall for the subwatershed. 
Precipitation data shall be obtained from Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works rain gauge stations available at 
http://www.ladpw.org/wrd/precip/. 

b. Provide a summary table describing rainfall during storm water outfall and 
wet-weather receiving water monitoring events. The summary description 
shall include the date, time that the storm commenced and the storm 
duration in hours, the highest 15-minute recorded storm intensity 

RB-AR3775



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-43 

(converted to inches/hour), the total storm volume (inches), and the time 
between the storm event sampled and the end of the previous storm 
event.   

c. Where control measures were designed to reduce impervious cover or 
storm water peak flow and flow duration, provide hydrographs or flow data 
of pre- and post-control activity for the 85th percentile, 24-hour rain event, 
if available. 

d. For natural drainage systems, develop a reference watershed flow 
duration curve and compare it to a flow duration curve for the 
subwatershed under current conditions. 

e. Provide an assessment as to whether the quality of storm water 
discharges as measured at designed outfalls is improving, staying the 
same or declining. The Permittee may compare water quality data from 
the reporting year to previous years with similar rainfall patterns, conduct 
trends analysis, or use other means to develop and support its 
conclusions (e.g., use of non-storm water action levels or municipal action 
levels as provided in Attachment G of this Order). 

f. Provide an assessment as to whether wet-weather receiving water quality 
within the jurisdiction of the Permittee is improving, staying the same or 
declining, when normalized for variations in rainfall patterns. The 
Permittee may compare water quality data from the reporting year to 
previous years with similar rainfall patterns, conduct trends analysis, draw 
from regional bioassessment studies, or use other means to develop and 
support its conclusions. 

g. Status of all multi-year efforts that were not completed in the current year 
and will continue into the subsequent year(s). Additionally, if any of the 
requested information cannot be obtained, the Permittee shall provide a 
discussion of the factor(s) limiting its acquisition and steps that will be 
taken to improve future data collection efforts. 

3. Non-Storm Water Control Measures  

a. Estimate the number of major outfalls within the Permittee’s jurisdiction in 
the subwatershed. 

b. Provide the number of outfalls that were screened for significant non-
storm water discharges during the reporting year.  

c. Provide the cumulative number of outfalls that have been screened for 
significant non-storm water discharges since the date this Order was 
adopted through the reporting year.  

d. Provide the number of outfalls with confirmed significant non-storm water 
discharge. 

e. Provide the number of outfalls where significant non-storm water 
discharge was attributed to other NPDES permitted discharges; other 
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authorized non-storm water discharges; or conditionally exempt 
discharges pursuant to Part III.A of this Order. 

f. Provide the number of outfalls where significant non-storm water 
discharges were abated as a result of the Permittee’s actions. 

g. Provide the number of outfalls where non-storm water discharges was 
monitored.  

h. Provide the status of all multi-year efforts that were not completed in the 
current year and will continue into the subsequent year(s). Additionally, if 
any of the requested information cannot be obtained, the Permittee shall 
provide a discussion of the factor(s) limiting its acquisition and steps that 
will be taken to improve future data collection efforts.  

4. Effectiveness Assessment of Non-Storm Water Control Measures  

a. Provide an assessment as to whether receiving water quality within the 
jurisdiction of the Permittee is impaired, improving, staying the same or 
declining during dry-weather conditions. Each Permittee may compare 
water quality data from the reporting year to previous years with similar 
dry-weather flows, conduct trends analysis, draw from regional 
bioassessment studies, or use other means to develop and support its 
conclusions. 

b. Provide an assessment of the effectiveness of the Permittee(s) control 
measures in effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges through 
the MS4 to the receiving water. 

c. Provide the status of all multi-year efforts that were not completed in the 
current year and will continue into the subsequent year(s).   

5. Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report 

a. Provide an Integrated Monitoring Report that summarizes all identified 
exceedances of (1) outfall-based storm water monitoring data, (2) wet 
weather receiving water monitoring data, (3) dry weather receiving water 
data, and (4) non-storm water outfall monitoring data against all applicable 
receiving water limitations, water quality-based effluent limitations, non-
storm water action levels, and aquatic toxicity thresholds as defined in 
Sections XII.F and G of this MRP.  All sample results that exceeded one 
or more applicable thresholds shall be readily identified. 

b. If Aquatic Toxicity was confirmed, identify a schedule and provide a plan 
that describes the anticipated process, laboratories, personnel, and 
procedures to conduct a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE). Part 
XII.J.4 of this MRP provides references for the guidance manuals that 
should be used for performing TIEs. 

c. Once complete, identify the toxic chemicals as determined by the TIE. 
Include all relevant data to allow the Regional Water Board to review the 
adequacy and findings of the TIE. This shall include, but not be limited to, 
the sample(s) date, sample(s) start and end time, sample type(s) (flow-
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weighted composite, grab, or field measurement), sample location(s) as 
depicted on the map, the parameters, the analytical results, and the 
applicable limitation. 

d. Provide a description of efforts that were taken to mitigate and/or eliminate 
all non-storm water discharges that exceeded one or more applicable 
water quality based effluent limitations, non-storm water action levels, or 
exhibited Aquatic Toxicity. 

e. Provide a description of efforts that were taken to address storm water 
discharges that exceeded one or more applicable water quality based 
effluent limitations, or exhibited Aquatic Toxicity. 

f. Where Receiving Water Limitations were exceeded, provide a description 
of efforts that were taken to determine whether discharges from the MS4 
caused or contributed to the exceedances and all efforts that were taken 
to control the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to those receiving 
waters in response to the exceedances. 

6. Adaptive Management Strategies 

a. Identify the most effective control measures and describe why the 
measures were effective and how other control measures will be 
optimized based on past experiences.   

b. Identify the least effective control measures and describe why the 
measures were deemed ineffective and how the control measures will be 
modified or terminated.  

c. Identify significant changes to control measures during the prior year and 
the rationale for the changes. 

d. Describe all significant changes to control measures anticipated to be 
made in the next year and the rationale for the changes. Those changes 
requiring approval of the Regional Water Board or its Executive Officer 
shall be clearly identified at the beginning of the Annual Report.  

e. Include a detailed description of control measures to be applied to New 
Development or Re-development projects disturbing more than 50 acres. 

f. Provide the status of all multi-year efforts that were not completed in the 
current year and will continue into the subsequent year(s).   

7. Supporting Data and Information 

a. All monitoring data and associated meta data used to prepare the Annual 
Report shall be summarized in an Excel spreadsheet and sorted by 
watershed, subwatershed and monitoring station/outfall identifier linked to 
the subwatershed map. The data summary must include the date, sample 
type (flow-weighted composite, grab, field measurement), sample start 
and stop times, parameter, analytical method, value, and units. The date 
field must be linked to a database summarizing the weather data for the 
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sampling date including 24-hour rainfall, rainfall intensity, and days since 
the previous rain event.  

b. Optional. The Permittee may at its option, provide an additional detailed 
summary table describing control measures that are not otherwise 
described in the reporting requirements.  
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XIX. TMDL REPORTING 
Permittees shall report on the progress of TMDL implementation per the schedules identified below in  

Sections A – G.   

A. Reporting Requirements for Santa Clara River WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL 

Work Plan Permittees shall submit a Work Plan to estimate 
ammonia and nitrogen loadings from the MS4 for 
approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer.  
The Work Plan must include monitoring for ammonia, 
nitrate, and nitrite.  The Work Plan may include a phased 
approach wherein the first phase is based on monitoring 
from the existing mass emission station in the Santa 
Clara River.  The Work Plan must also contain a protocol 
and a schedule for implementing additional monitoring if 
necessary.  The Work Plan must also propose triggers 
for conducting source identification and implementing 
BMPs, if necessary. 

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Progress Reports Annual progress reports on the Implementation Plan 
must be submitted to the Regional Water Board.  

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter 

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL 
Monitoring Results Permittees shall conduct chloride, TDS, and sulfate 

monitoring to ensure that water quality objectives are 
being met. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter 

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, and Lake Hughes Trash 

Progress Reports Report compliance with the installation of full capture 
systems. 
 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter 

Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator Bacteria TMDL 
Receiving Water 
Monitoring Plan and 

Permittees must submit a comprehensive in-stream 
bacteria water quality monitoring plan for the Santa Clara 

March 21, 2013, or 
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Outfall Monitoring 
Plan 

River Watershed.  The monitoring plan should include all 
applicable bacteria water quality objectives and the 
sampling frequency must be adequate to assess 
compliance with the geometric mean objectives.  At a 
minimum, at least one sampling station shall be located 
in each impaired reach.  The outfall monitoring plan shall 
propose an adequate number of representative outfalls to 
be sampled, a sampling frequency, and protocol for 
enhanced outfall monitoring as a result of an in-stream 
exceedance.  The Monitoring Plans must be approved by 
the Regional Water Board Executive Officer before the 
monitoring data can be considered during the 
implementation of the TMDL.  Once the monitoring plan 
is approved by the Executive Officer, monitoring shall 
commence within 30 days. 

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 
 

Draft Implementation 
Plan 

Permittees must submit a draft Implementation Plan 
outlining how each intends to cooperatively or individually 
achieve compliance with the water quality-based effluent 
limitations and the receiving water limitations.  The 
Implementation Plan shall include implementation 
methods, an implementation schedule and proposed 
milestones.   

March 21, 2015 

Final Implementation 
Plan 

Permittees must submit a final Implementation Plan. Six months after receipt of Regional 
Water Board comments on the draft 
Implementation Plan. 

Board Briefing Permittees shall provide a verbal update to the Regional 
Water Board on the progress of TMDL implementation. 

March 21, 2017 
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B. Reporting Requirements for Santa Monica Bay WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL 

Monitoring Results Monthly data summary reports shall be submitted to the 
Regional Water Board by the last day of each month for 
data collected during the previous month.  Two 
agencies will submit the monthly reports on behalf of all 
Permittees:  City of Los Angeles, Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Environmental Monitoring 
Division (on behalf of Jurisdictional Groups 1 through 6, 
8, and 9); and Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
(on behalf of Jurisdictional Group 7).  

Monthly on the last day of the month. 

Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL 
Trash Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan 
(TMRP) 

Permittees shall develop a Trash Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (TMRP) for Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer approval that describes the 
methodologies that will be used to assess and monitor 
trash in their responsible areas within the Santa Monica 
Bay WMA or along Santa Monica Bay.  The TMRP shall 
include a plan to establish a site specific trash baseline 
water quality-based effluent limitation if Permittees elect 
to not use the default baseline effluent limitation.  
Requirements for the TMRP shall include, but are not 
limited to, assessment and quantification of trash 
collected from source areas in the Santa Monica Bay 
WMA, and shoreline of the Santa Monica Bay.  The 
monitoring plan shall provide details on the frequency, 
location, and reporting format.  Permittees shall 
propose a metric (e.g., weight, volume, pieces of trash) 
to measure the amount of trash discharged from their 
jurisdictional areas. 

September 20, 2012; or 
 
For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order  

RB-AR3782



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-50 

Implement TMRP Implement TMRP 30 days from receipt of letter of 
approval from Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer, or the date a plan is 
established by the Executive Officer. 

Plastic Pellets 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan 

Permittees identified as responsible jurisdictions and 
agencies for point sources of trash in the Santa Monica 
Bay Debris TMDL and in the existing Malibu Creek and 
Ballona Creek Trash TMDLs, including the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District, shall either prepare a 
Plastic Pellet Monitoring and Reporting Plan (PMRP) or 
demonstrate that a PMRP is not required. 
 
The PMRP shall include protocols for a timely and 
appropriate response to possible plastic pellets spills 
within a Permittees’ jurisdictional area, and a 
comprehensive plan to ensure that plastic pellets are 
contained. 

September 20, 2013, or 
 
For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Implement PMRP Implement PMRP March 20, 2016 
Submit results of 
implementing TMRP 
and PMRP 

Submit results of implementing TMRP and PMRP, 
recommend trash baseline water quality-based effluent 
limitations, and propose prioritization of Full Capture 
System installation or implementation of other 
measures to attain the required trash and plastic pellet 
reduction. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter 

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established) 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan for Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
approval that describes the methodologies that will be 
used to monitor and assess sediment for DDT and 
PCBs.  The monitoring design and assessment 
framework should be designed to provide credible 
estimates of the total mass loadings to the Santa 
Monica Bay.  Monitoring should be conducted on a 

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 
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coordinated watershed-wide basis using sufficiently 
sensitive analytical methods for DDT and PCBs.  
Monitoring sediments in catch basins designed for 
pollutant prevention may be a way for Permittees to 
quantify load reductions to the Santa Monica Bay.  

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL 
Monitoring Results Monthly data summary reports shall be submitted to the 

Regional Water Board by the last day of each month for 
data collected during the previous month. 

Monthly on the last day of the month. 

Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL 
Submit results of 
TMRP 

Submit results of Trash Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
(TMRP), recommend trash baseline water quality-based 
effluent limitations, and propose prioritization of Full 
Capture System installation or implementation of other 
measures to attain the required trash. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter 

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan for Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
approval that demonstrates compliance with the water 
quality-based effluent limitations for total nitrogen and 
total phosphorus.  

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Ballona Creek Trash TMDL 
Annual Progress 
Reports 

Report compliance with the required percent reduction 
of trash discharged to Ballona Creek. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic Pollutants TMDL 
Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports, 
which include compliance summary tables, to the 
Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and Sepulveda Channel Bacteria TMDL 
Monitoring Results Monthly data summary reports shall be submitted to the 

Regional Water Board by the last day of each month for 
data collected during the previous month. 

Monthly on the last day of the month. 

Ballona Creek Metals TMDL 

RB-AR3784



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 

 

Attachment E – Reporting Program No. TBD E-52 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports, 
which include compliance summary tables, to the 
Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation (USEPA established) 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Sediment Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan for Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer approval to quantify the annual loading of 
sediment from the Ballona Creek Watershed and the 
impact of the sediment loading into the Ballona Creek 
Wetlands. 

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL 
Monitoring Results Monthly data summary reports shall be submitted to the 

Regional Water Board by the last day of each month for 
data collected during the previous month. 

Monthly on the last day of the month. 

Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL 
Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports, 
which include compliance summary tables, to the 
Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 
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C. Reporting Requirements for Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbors Waters WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL 

Monitoring Results Monthly data summary reports shall be submitted to the 
Regional Water Board by the last day of each month for 
data collected during the previous month. 

Monthly on the last day of the month. 

Machado Lake Trash TMDL 
Progress Reports Report compliance with the required percent reduction of 

trash discharged to Machado Lake. 
December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL 
Annual Monitoring 
Report 

The Cities of Palos Verdes Estates, Ranch Palos Verdes, 
Rolling Hills and Rolling Hills Estates shall submit annual 
monitoring reports that demonstrate compliance with the 
concentration-based water quality-based effluent 
limitations. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

The City of Los Angeles shall submit annual monitoring 
reports that demonstrate compliance with the Lake Water 
Quality Management Plan and reduces the external 
nutrient loading to attain the receiving water limitations 
for Machado Lake. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

The City of Carson shall submit annual monitoring 
reports that demonstrate compliance with the 
concentration-based water quality-based effluent 
limitations. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

The County of Los Angeles shall submit annual 
monitoring reports that demonstrate compliance with the 
mass-based water quality-based effluent limitations. 

December 15, 2012, and annually 
thereafter. 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

The City of Torrance shall submit annual monitoring 
reports that demonstrate compliance with the mass-
based water quality-based effluent limitations. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter. 

Annual Monitoring The Cities of Lomita and Redondo Beach shall submit December 15, 2013, and annually 
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Report annual monitoring reports that demonstrate compliance 
with the concentration-based water quality-based effluent 
limitations. 

thereafter. 

Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs TMDL 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan and 
Quality Assurance 
Project Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan (MRP) and Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) 
for Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval.  
The MRP shall demonstrate compliance and non-
compliance with the water quality-based effluent 
limitations as part of reports submitted to the Regional 
Water Board.  The QAPP shall include protocols for 
sample collection, standard analytical procedures, and 
laboratory certification.  All samples shall be collected in 
accordance with SWAMP protocols. 

September 20, 2012, or 
 
For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Begin Phase 1 
Monitoring 

Begin Phase 1 Monitoring as outlined in the approved 
MRP and QAPP. 

30 days from date of Executive Officer 
approval of MRP and QAPP 

Phase 1 Monitoring Conduct Phase 1 Monitoring for 2 years. 2 year monitoring period 
Draft Implementation 
Plan 

Based on the results of Phase 1 Monitoring, Permittees 
shall submit an Implementation Plan to attain water 
quality-based effluent limitations or document that water 
quality-based effluent limitations are attained. 

6 months from completion of Phase 1 
Monitoring 
 

Final Implementation 
Plan 

Permittees shall submit Final Implementation Plan. 1 year from completion of Phase 1 
Monitoring 

Implementation Permittees shall begin implementation actions to attain 
water quality-based effluent limitation, as necessary. 

30 days from date of Implementation 
Plan approval 

Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL 
Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan and 
Quality Assurance 
Project Plan 

Permittees shall develop Monitoring and Reporting Plans 
(MRPs) and Quality Assurance Project Plans (QAPPs) 
for Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval in 
accordance with the TMDL.  The MRPs shall include a 
requirement that the responsible parties report 
compliance and non-compliance with water quality-based 
effluent limitations as part of annual reports submitted to 

November 23, 2013, or 
 
For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order  
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the Regional Water Board. The QAPPs shall include 
protocols for sample collection, standard analytical 
procedures, and laboratory certification.  All samples 
shall be collected in accordance with SWAMP protocols. 

Monitoring Plan Permittees shall implement monitoring as outlined in the 
approved MRP and QAPP. 

30 days after MRP and QAPP is 
approved by Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer. 

Annual Monitoring 
Reports 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports to the 
Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter. 

Implementation Plan 
and Contaminated 
Sediment 
Management Plan 
(CSMP) 

Permittees in the Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Harbors Waters Watershed Management Area shall 
develop and submit an Implementation Plan and 
Contaminated Sediment Management Plan (CSMP).  
The CSMP shall include concrete milestones with 
numeric estimates of load reductions or removal, 
including milestones for remediating hot spots, including 
but not limited to Dominguez Channel Estuary, 
Consolidated Slip and Fish Harbor, for Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer approval. 

1 year after the effective date of this 
Order  

Report of 
Implementation 

Permittees in the Los Angeles River and San Gabriel 
River Watersheds shall submit a Report of 
Implementation to the Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter 

Implementation 
Reports 

Permittees shall submit annual implementation reports to 
the Regional Water Board.  Report on implementation 
progress and demonstrate progress toward meeting the 
water quality-based effluent limitations. 

December 15, 2014, and annually 
thereafter 

Updated 
Implementation Plan 
and CSMP 

Permittees in the Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Harbors Waters Watershed Management Area shall 
submit an updated Implementation Plan and 
Contaminated Sediment Management Plan (CSMP). 

March 23, 2017 
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D. Reporting Requirements for the Los Angeles River WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL 

Reporting Report compliance with the installation of full capture systems. 
 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL 
Monitoring Work Plan Submittal of a Monitoring Work Plan by MS4 permittees to 

estimate nitrogen loadings associated with runoff loads from the 
storm drain system for approval by the Executive Officer of the 
Regional Water Board. The Work Plan will include monitoring for 
ammonia, nitrate, and nitrite. The Work Plan may include a 
phased approach wherein the first phase is based on monitoring 
from the existing mass emission station in the Los Angeles River. 
The Work Plan will also contain protocol and a schedule for 
implementing additional monitoring if necessary. The Work Plan 
will also propose triggers for conducting source identification and 
implementing BMPs, if necessary.  

For an IMP, 9 months after 
the effective date of this 
Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after 
the effective date of this Order  

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL 
Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports as detailed in 
the approved coordinated monitoring plan to the Regional Water 
Board.   

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 
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Bacteria Coordinated 
Monitoring Plan 

Permittees shall submit a Bacteria Coordinated Monitoring Plan 
(CMP), which shall be submitted for Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer approval.  The CMP shall detail: the number 
and location of sites, including at least one monitoring station per 
each river segment, reach and tributary addressed under this 
TMDL; measurements and sample collection methods; and 
monitoring frequencies. Permittees may also include in the CMP, 
for Executive Officer consideration, other meteorological stations 
which may be more representative of the existing hydrology and 
climate. 
 
Each segment, reach, and tributary addressed under this TMDL 
shall be monitored at least monthly until the subject segment, 
reach or tributary is at the end of the execution part of its first 
implementation phase (i.e. 7 years after beginning the segment 
or tributary-specific phase), to determine compliance with the 
interim water quality based effluent limitations.  Each segment, 
reach and tributary addressed under this TMDL shall be 
monitored at least weekly to determine compliance with the 
instream targets after the first implementation phase. 
 
For parties pursuing a Load Reduction Strategy (LRS), intensive 
outfall monitoring will be conducted before and after 
implementation of the LRS. Pre-LRS monitoring will be used to 
estimate the E. coli loading from MS4 outfalls to the segment or 
tributary, and identify the outfalls and types of implementation 
actions that are expected to be necessary to attain the water 
quality based limits.  Post-LRS monitoring will be used to 
evaluate compliance with the interim water quality based limits 
and to plan for additional implementation actions to meet the final 
water quality based limits, in a second implementation phase, if 
necessary. 
 
When applicable, outfall monitoring shall including E. coli by 
USEPA- approved methods and flow rate at all MS4 outfalls 

March 23, 2013, or 
 
For an IMP, 9 months after 
the effective date of this 
Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after 
the effective date of this Order  
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(“snapshots”) that are discharging to a segment or tributary or 
across jurisdictional boundaries during a given monitoring event.  
For each LRS, at least six (6) snapshots shall be conducted for 
pre-LRS monitoring, and at least three (3) snapshots shall be 
conducted for post- LRS monitoring.  For MS4s that choose to 
follow a non-LRS implementation approach, but choose to 
demonstrate compliance with Equivalent Conditions, at least six 
(6) snapshots shall be conducted. 

Implement CMP Permittees shall begin implementation actions to attain water 
quality-based effluent limitation, as necessary. 

30 days after  approval of the 
CMP 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Implementation Plan Permittees shall submit an Implementation Plan for wet weather 
with interim milestones for approval of the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer. 

March 23, 2022 

Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

To evaluate compliance with numeric targets, monitoring shall 
take place at existing monitoring sites as well as any new 
monitoring locations in the ambient water. 
For beach monitoring locations, daily or systematic weekly 
sampling in the wave wash at all major drains and creeks, existing 
monitoring stations at beaches without storm drains, and 
freshwater outlets is recommended to evaluate compliance. At all 
beach locations, samples should be taken at ankle depth and on 
an incoming wave, consistent with section 7961(b) of title 17 of 
the California Code of Regulations. At locations where there is a 
freshwater outlet, during wet weather, samples should be taken 
as close as possible to the wave wash, and no further away than 
10 meters down current of the storm drain or outlet. 
A robust monitoring program shall be developed for the LAR 
Estuary. Available data includes bi-weekly monitoring from May 
through September of 2009, and 2010.  Monitoring shall be 
expanded to include year round monitoring requirements, and at 
least three monitoring locations within the Estuary. We 
understand that adequate data to establish a reference estuary 

For an IMP, 9 months after 
the effective date of this 
Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after 
the effective date of this Order  
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approach is currently not available. If in the future, adequate data 
from reference estuary studies become available, it may be 
appropriate to consider a reference estuary approach to evaluate 
compliance with these TMDLs.  
 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
Lake Calabasas Nutrient TMDL 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the 
following in-lake water quality parameters: ammonia, TKN or 
organic nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total 
phosphorus, total suspended solids, total dissolved solids and 
chlorophyll a. Measurements of the temperature, DO, pH and 
electrical conductivity should also be taken throughout the water 
column with a water quality probe along with Secchi depth 
measurement. All parameters must meet target levels at half the 
Secchi depth. DO and pH must meet target levels from the 
surface of the water to 0.3 meters above the lake bottom. 
Additionally, in order to accurately calculate compliance with 
water quality based limits to the lake expressed in yearly loads, 
monitoring should include flow estimation or monitoring as well as 
the water quality concentration measurements.  

At a minimum twice during 
summer months and once 
during winter. 

Supplemental Water 
Monitoring 

At Lake Calabasas, water quality based limits are assigned to 
supplemental water additions. This source should be monitoring 
for at minimum; ammonia, TKN or organic nitrogen, nitrate plus 
nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, total suspended solids 
and total dissolved solids. 

Once a year during the 
summer months (critical 
conditions). 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where 
they enter the lakes for at minimum: ammonia, TKN or organic 
nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, 
total suspended solids and total dissolved solids. 

Twice a year. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 
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Echo Park Lake Nutrient TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the 
following in-lake water quality parameters: ammonia, TKN or 
organic nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total 
phosphorus, total suspended solids, total dissolved solids and 
chlorophyll a. Measurements of the temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should also be taken 
throughout the water column with a water quality probe along with 
Secchi depth measurement. All parameters must meet target 
levels at half the Secchi depth. DO and pH must meet target 
levels from the surface of the water to 0.3 meters above the lake 
bottom. Additionally, in order to accurately calculate compliance 
with water quality based limits to the lake expressed in yearly 
loads, monitoring should include flow estimation or monitoring as 
well as the water quality concentration measurements. 

At a minimum twice during 
summer months and once 
during winter. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where 
they enter the lakes for at minimum: ammonia, TKN or organic 
nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, 
total suspended solids and total dissolved solids. 

Twice a year. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Echo Park Lake PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticide TMDLs 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the 
following in-lake water quality parameters: total suspended 
sediments, total PCBs, total chlordane, and dieldrin; as well as 
the following in-lake sediment parameters: total organic carbon, 
total PCBs, total chlordane, and dieldrin. Environmentally relevant 
detection limits should be used (i.e., detection limits lower than 
applicable target), if available at a commercial laboratory. 
Measurements of the temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and 
electrical conductivity should also be taken throughout the water 
column with a water quality probe along with Secchi depth 
measurement. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 
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Fish Tissue 
Monitoring 

Monitoring of fish tissue. For the OC pesticides and PCBs 
TMDLs, a demonstration that fish tissue targets have been met in 
any given year must at minimum include a composite sample of 
skin off fillets from at least five largemouth bass each measuring 
at least 350mm in length. 

At least every three years. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where 
they enter the lakes. Sampling should be designed to collect 
sufficient volumes of suspended solids to allow for the analysis of 
at minimum: total organic carbon, total suspended solids, total 
PCBs, total chlordane, and dieldrin. Measurements of the 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity 
should also be taken. 

Once a year during a wet 
weather event. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Echo Park Lake Trash TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

Responsible jurisdictions should monitor the trash quantity 
deposited in the vicinity of Echo Park Lake as well as on the 
waterbody to comply with the TMDL target and to understand the 
effectiveness of various implementation efforts. The Rapid Trash 
Assessment Method is recommended. 

Quarterly. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Peck Road Park Lake Nutrient TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the 
following in-lake water quality parameters: ammonia, TKN or 
organic nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total 
phosphorus, total suspended solids, total dissolved solids and 
chlorophyll a. Measurements of the temperature, DO, pH and 
electrical conductivity should also be taken throughout the water 
column with a water quality probe along with Secchi depth 
measurement. All parameters must meet target levels at half the 
Secchi depth. Deep lakes, such as Peck Road Park Lake, must 
meet the DO and pH targets in the water column from the surface 

At a minimum twice during 
summer months and once 
during winter. 
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to 0.3 meters above the bottom of the lake when the lake is not 
stratified. However, when stratification occurs (i.e., a thermocline 
is present) then the DO and pH targets must be met in the 
epilimnion, the portion of the water column above the 
thermocline. Additionally, in order to accurately calculate 
compliance with water quality based limits to the lake expressed 
in yearly loads, monitoring should include flow estimation or 
monitoring as well as the water quality concentration 
measurements. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where 
they enter the lakes for at minimum: ammonia, TKN or organic 
nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, 
total suspended solids and total dissolved solids. 

Twice a year. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Peck Road Park Lake PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticide TMDLs 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the 
following in-lake water quality parameters: total suspended 
sediments, total PCBs, total chlordane, total DDTs, and dieldrin; 
as well as the following in-lake sediment parameters: total 
organic carbon, total PCBs, total chlordane, total DDTs, and 
dieldrin. Environmentally relevant detection limits should be used 
(i.e., detection limits lower than applicable target), if available at a 
commercial laboratory. Measurements of the temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should also be 
taken throughout the water column with a water quality probe 
along with Secchi depth measurement. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Fish Tissue 
Monitoring 

Monitoring of fish tissue. For the OC pesticides and PCBs 
TMDLs, a demonstration that fish tissue targets have been met in 
any given year must at minimum include a composite sample of 
skin off fillets from at least five common carp each measuring at 
least 350mm in length. 

At least every three years. 

Stormwater Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where Once a year during a wet 
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Monitoring they enter the lakes. Sampling should be designed to collect 
sufficient volumes of suspended solids to allow for the analysis of 
at minimum: total organic carbon, total suspended solids, total 
PCBs, total chlordane, total DDTs, and dieldrin. Measurements of 
the temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity 
should also be taken. 

weather event. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Peck Road Park Lake Trash TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

Responsible jurisdictions should monitor the trash quantity 
deposited in the vicinity of Peck Road Park Lake as well as in the 
waterbody to comply with the TMDL target and to understand the 
effectiveness of various implementation efforts. The Rapid Trash 
Assessment Method is recommended. 

Quarterly. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water 
Board. 

December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 
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E. Reporting Requirements for San Gabriel River WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL 

Coordinated 
Monitoring Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Coordinated Monitoring Plan, to be approved 
by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, which includes both 
TMDL effectiveness monitoring and ambient monitoring.  The ambient 
monitoring program shall contain monitoring in all reaches and major 
tributaries of the San Gabriel River, including but not limited to additional 
dry- and wet-weather monitoring in the San Gabriel River Reaches 4 
and 5 and Walnut Creek, additional dry-weather monitoring in San 
Gabriel River Reach 2, and additional wet-weather monitoring in San 
Jose Creek, San Gabriel River Reaches 1 and 3, and the Estuary.  
Sediment samples shall be collected semi-annually in the Estuary and 
analyzed for sediment toxicity resulting from copper, lead, selenium, and 
zinc. 
 
The TMDL effectiveness monitoring shall demonstrate the effectiveness 
of the phased implementation schedule for reducing pollutant loads to 
achieve the dry- and wet-weather water quality based effluent 
limitations.  Monitoring stations specified for the ambient monitoring 
program may be used for the TMDL effectiveness monitoring.  The final 
dry-weather monitoring stations shall be located in San Jose Creek 
Reach 1 and the Estuary.  The final wet-weather TMDL effectiveness 
monitoring stations may be located at the existing Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works mass emission sites in San Gabriel River 
Reach 2 and Coyote Creek. 
 
Permittees shall sample once per month, during dry-weather conditions, 
at each proposed TMDL effectiveness monitoring location.  Permittees 
shall sample at least 4 wet-weather events where flow meets wet-
weather conditions (260 cfs in San Gabriel River Reach 2 and 156 cfs in 

For an IMP, 9 months after 
the effective date of this 
Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months 
after the effective date of 
this Order 
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Coyote Creek) in a given storm season (November to March), unless 
there are fewer than 4 wet-weather events, at each proposed TMDL 
effectiveness monitoring location.  Permittees are encouraged to 
coordinate with the San Gabriel watershed-wide monitoring program to 
avoid duplication and leverage resources. 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Implementation 
Plan 

Permittees shall submit an Implementation Plan outlining how to achieve 
compliance with the water quality based effluent limitations, for approval 
of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer.  The Plan shall include 
implementation methods, an implementation schedule, and proposed 
milestones. 

1 year after the effective 
date of this Order 

Legg Lake Trash TMDL 
TMRP Reports Report compliance with the installation of full capture systems. 

 
December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter 

TMRP Reports 
MFAC 

Report compliance with the approved MFAC program. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
Legg Lake System Nutrient TMDL 

Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the following in-
lake water quality parameters: ammonia, TKN or organic nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, total suspended 
solids, total dissolved solids and chlorophyll a. Measurements of the 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should 
also be taken throughout the water column with a water quality probe 
along with Secchi depth measurement. All parameters must meet target 
levels at half the Secchi depth.  DO and pH must meet target levels from 
the surface of the water to 0.3 meters above the lake bottom. 
Additionally, in order to accurately calculate compliance with water 
quality based limits to the lake expressed in yearly loads, monitoring 
should include flow estimation or monitoring as well as the water quality 
concentration measurements. 

At a minimum twice during 
summer months and once 
during winter. 

Stormwater Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where they Twice a year. 
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Monitoring enter the lakes for at minimum: ammonia, TKN or organic nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, total suspended 
solids and total dissolved solids. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Puddingstone Reservoir Nutrient TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the following in-
lake water quality parameters: ammonia, TKN or organic nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, total suspended 
solids, total dissolved solids and chlorophyll a. Measurements of the 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should 
also be taken throughout the water column with a water quality probe 
along with Secchi depth measurement. All parameters must meet target 
levels at half the Secchi depth.  DO and pH must meet target levels from 
the surface of the water to 0.3 meters above the lake bottom when the 
lake is not stratified. However, when stratification occurs (i.e., a 
thermocline is present) then the DO and pH targets must be met in the 
epilimnion, the portion of the water column above the thermocline.  
Additionally, in order to accurately calculate compliance with water 
quality based limits to the lake expressed in yearly loads, monitoring 
should include flow estimation or monitoring as well as the water quality 
concentration measurements. 

At a minimum twice during 
summer months and once 
during winter. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where they 
enter the lakes for at minimum: ammonia, TKN or organic nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite, orthophosphate, total phosphorus, total suspended 
solids and total dissolved solids. 

Twice a year. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Puddingstone Reservoir Mercury TMDL 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the following in-
lake water quality parameters: total mercury, methylmercury, chloride, 
sulfate, total organic carbon, alkalinity, total suspended solids, and total 
dissolved solids; as well as the following in-lake sediment parameters: 

Twice a year. 
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total mercury, dissolved methylmercury, total organic carbon, total solids 
and sulfate. Measurements of the temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH 
and electrical conductivity should also be taken throughout the water 
column with a water quality probe along with Secchi depth 
measurement. Additionally, in order to accurately calculate compliance 
with allocations expressed in yearly loads, monitoring should include 
flow estimation or monitoring as well as water quality concentration 
measurements. 

Fish Tissue 
Monitoring 

Monitoring should include monitoring of largemouth bass (325-375mm in 
length) fish tissue (skin-off fillets) for mercury concentration. 

At least every three years. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where they 
enter the lakes for at minimum: total mercury, methyl mercury, chloride, 
sulfate, total organic carbon, alkalinity, total suspended solids, and total 
dissolved solids. 

Twice a year. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 

Puddingstone Reservoir PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticide TMDLs 
Compliance 
Monitoring 

At a minimum, compliance monitoring should measure the following in-
lake water quality parameters: total suspended sediments, total PCBs, 
total chlordane, dieldrin, and total DDTs; as well as the following in-lake 
sediment parameters: total organic carbon, total PCBs, total chlordane, 
dieldrin, and total DDTs. Environmentally relevant detection limits should 
be used (i.e., detection limits lower than applicable target), if available at 
a commercial laboratory. Measurements of the temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should also be taken throughout 
the water column with a water quality probe along with Secchi depth 
measurement. 

Annually. 

Fish Tissue 
Monitoring 

Monitoring of fish tissue. For the OC pesticides and PCBs TMDLs a 
demonstration that fish tissue targets have been met in any given year 
must at minimum include a composite sample of skin off fillets from at 
least five common carp each measuring at least 350mm in length. 

At least every three years. 

Stormwater 
Monitoring 

Stormwater sources should be measured near the point where they 
enter the lakes. Sampling should be designed to collect sufficient 

Once a year during a wet 
weather event. 
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volumes of suspended solids to allow for the analysis of at minimum: 
total organic carbon, total suspended solids, total PCBs, total chlordane, 
dieldrin, and total DDTs. Measurements of the temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, pH and electrical conductivity should also be taken. 

Reporting Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2012, and 
annually thereafter. 
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F. Reporting Requirements for Los Cerritos Channel WMA TMDLs 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL 

Coordinated 
Monitoring Plan 

Permittees shall develop a Coordinated Monitoring Plan, to be 
approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, which 
includes both TMDL effectiveness monitoring and ambient 
monitoring.  The ambient monitoring program shall be developed to 
track trends in water quality improvements in Los Cerritos Channel; 
to provide background information on hardness values; and the 
partitioning of metals between the total recoverable and dissolved 
fraction. 
 
TMDL effectiveness monitoring shall demonstrate the effectiveness 
of the phased implementation schedule for reducing pollutant loads 
to achieve the water quality based effluent limitations.  Monitoring 
stations specified for the ambient monitoring program may be used 
for the TMDL effectiveness monitoring.  Permittees shall sample at 
least 4 wet-weather events where flow meets wet-weather 
conditions (>23 cfs in Los Cerritos Channel above the tidal prism) in 
a given storm season. 

For an IMP, 9 months after 
the effective date of this 
Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months 
after the effective date of 
this Order 

Annual Monitoring 
Report 

Annual reporting of monitoring results to the Regional Water Board. December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Implementation Plan Permittees shall submit an Implementation Plan outlining how to 
achieve compliance with the water quality based effluent limitations, 
for approval of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer.  The 
Plan shall include implementation methods, an implementation 
schedule, and proposed milestones. 

1 year after the effective 
date of this Order 

Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals TMDL 

Monitoring Water column and sediment samples will be collected at the outlet 
of the storm drains discharging to the lagoon, while water column, 
sediment, and fish tissue samples will be collected in the West Arm, 

6 months after Regional 
Water Board Executive 
Officer approves the 
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Central Arm, North Arm, at the outlet of the lagoon to Marine 
Stadium during an incoming tide, and at the outfall of Termino 
Avenue Drain to Marine Stadium as specified in the Colorado 
Lagoon TMDL Monitoring Plan (CLTMP). 

CLTMP. 

Annual Monitoring 
Reports 

Permittees shall submit annual monitoring reports to the Regional 
Water Board.  All compliance monitoring must be conducted in 
conjunction with a Regional Water Board approved Quality 
Assurance Project Plan. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 

Implementation 
Progress 

Permittees shall submit annual progress reports on the status of 
implementation actions performed under the TMDL.  The plan shall 
contain mechanisms for demonstration progress toward meeting the 
water quality based effluent limitations. 

December 15, 2013, and 
annually thereafter. 
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G. Reporting Requirements for Middle Santa Ana River WMA TMDL 

Deliverable Description Due Date(s) 
Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Bacteria Indicator TMDL 

Bacterial Indicator 
Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan 

Permittees shall develop and submit for approval by the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board a Bacterial 
Indicator Water Quality Monitoring Plan in accordance 
with the TMDL. 

For an IMP, 9 months after the 
effective date of this Order; or 
 
For a CIMP, 12 months after the 
effective date of this Order 

Bacterial Indicator 
Urban Source 
Evaluation Plan 

Permittees shall develop and submit for approval by the 
Regional Water Board a Bacterial Indicator Urban Source 
Evaluation Plan.  This plan shall include steps needed to 
identify specific activities, operations, and processes in 
urban areas that contribute bacterial indicators to San 
Antonio Channel.  The plan shall also include a proposed 
schedule for completion of each of the steps identified. 

1 year after the effective date of this 
Order  

Progress Reports Annual progress reports on implementation shall be 
submitted to the Regional Water Board. 

December 15, 2013, and annually 
thereafter. 
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I, Samuel Unger, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that this Monitoring and Reporting 
Program is a full, true, and correct copy of the MRP adopted by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on <Adoption Date>. 
 
 
 
____________________ 
Samuel Unger, P.E. 
 Executive Officer 
 
Date: _____ 2012 
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ATTACHMENT F – FACT SHEET 

As described in Part II of this Order, this Fact Sheet sets forth the significant sets forth the 
significant factual, legal, methodological, and policy rationale that serve as the basis for the 
requirements of this Order. 

This Order has been prepared under a standardized format to accommodate a broad range of 
discharge requirements for dischargers in California.  Only those sections or subsections of 
this Order that are specifically identified as “not applicable” have been determined not to apply 
to the Dischargers covered by this Order.  Sections or subsections of this Order not specifically 
identified as “not applicable” are fully applicable to the Dischargers. 

I. PERMIT INFORMATION 

The following table summarizes administrative information related to the facility and the 
Dischargers. 

Table F-1. Facility and Discharger Information 

WDID Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Dischargers 

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 incorporated cities within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District with the exception of the City of 
Long Beach (See Table 4 of Order) 

Name of Facility 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) within the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 incorporated cities within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District  

Facility Address Various 

Facility Contact, Title and 
Phone 

Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Mailing Address Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Billing Address Same as above 

Type of Facility Large Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)1  

Major or Minor Facility Major 

                                            
1
 According to 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(8), “[a] municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) means a conveyance or system of 
conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains): 

(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body (created 
by or pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other 
wastes, including special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage 
district, or similar entity, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and 
approved management agency under section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States; 

(ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water; 
(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and 
(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.” 
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Watersheds 

(1) Santa Clara River Watershed; (2) Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed Management Area, including Malibu Creek Watershed 
and Ballona Creek Watershed; (3) Los Angeles River Watershed; 
(4) Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles/Long Beach 
Harbors Watershed Management Area; (5) Los Cerritos Channel 
and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area;(6) San Gabriel 
River Watershed; and (7) Santa Ana River Watershed 

Receiving Water 

Surface waters identified in Tables 2-1, 2-1a, 2-3, and 2-4, and 
Appendix 1, Table 1 of the Water Quality Control Plan - Los 
Angeles Region (Basin Plan), and other unidentified tributaries to 
these surface waters within the following Watershed Management 
Areas:  
(1) Santa Clara River Watershed;  

(2) Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area, including 
Malibu Creek Watershed and Ballona Creek Watershed;  
(3) Los Angeles River Watershed;  

(4) Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles/Long Beach 
Harbors Watershed Management Area;  

(5) Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed 
Management Area; 
(6) San Gabriel River Watershed; and 

(7) Santa Ana River Watershed2. 

Receiving Water Type 
Inland surface waters, estuarine waters, and marine waters, 
including wetlands, lakes, rivers, estuaries, lagoons, harbors, 
bays, and beaches 

 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the 84 
municipalities listed in Table F-2 above are the owners and/or operators3 of the Los 
Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (hereinafter Facility). 

For the purposes of this Order, the entities listed in Table 4 of the Order are hereinafter 
referred to separately as “Permittees” and jointly as the “Dischargers.”  References to 
“discharger” or “permittee” or “co-permittee” or “municipality” in applicable federal and state 
laws, regulations, plans, or policy are held to be equivalent to references to the Dischargers 
or Permittees herein. 

II. FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of the Los Angeles County MS4 

The Los Angeles County MS4, like many MS4s in the nation, is based on regional 
floodwater management systems that use both natural and altered water bodies to 
achieve flood management goals. The Los Angeles County MS4 is a large 

                                            
2
 Note that the Santa Ana River Watershed lies primarily within the boundaries of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. However, a portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed lies within the jurisdictions of Pomona and Claremont in 
Los Angeles County. The primary receiving water within the Los Angeles County portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed is 
San Antonio Creek. 

3
 Owner or operator means the owner or operator of any facility or activity subject to regulation under the NPDES program (40 
CFR § 122.2). 
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interconnected system, controlled in large part by the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD), among others, and used by multiple cities along with Los Angeles 
County. This extensive system conveys storm water and non-storm water across 
municipal boundaries where it is commingled within the MS4 and then discharged to a 
receiving water body.  
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control Act was passed in 1915. The original Los 
Angeles MS4 was developed in the 1930s by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(ACOE). As Los Angeles began to grow rapidly in the 1920s and 1930s, storm water 
that was once absorbed by acres of undeveloped land began to run off the newly paved 
and developed areas, leading to an increased amount of water flowing into the region’s 
rivers and local creeks. These waterways could not contain the increased amount of 
water and the region experienced extensive flooding. In response, the ACOE lined the 
Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek with concrete and initiated the development of an 
underground urban drainage system. As Los Angeles continued to grow, the complex 
drainage system we now know as the Los Angeles County MS4 developed. 
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District boundaries encompass more than 3,000 
square miles, 85 incorporated cities, unincorporated areas, and approximately 2.1 
million land parcels. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns drainage 
infrastructure, including owning or maintaining easements for drainage facilities and 
access, within incorporated and unincorporated areas in every watershed in the Los 
Angeles Region, including 500 miles of open channels, 2,900 miles of underground 
storm drains, over 80,000 catch basins, and 52 pump stations.  
 
The total length of the greater LA County MS4, and the locations of all storm drain 
connections, are not known exactly, as a comprehensive map for the MS4 does not 
exist.  Rough estimates, based on information from the LACFCD and large 
municipalities (population > 100,000), indicate that the length exceeds 4,300 miles, as 
shown below.   
 
Table F-2. Extent of LA County MS4 
 

Permittee Area 

(Square Miles) 

Catch Basins Storm Drain 

Length 

Open Channel Length 

LA County 3,100 73,000 2,650 miles 450 miles 

City of LA 469  30,000 1,600 miles 31 miles 

El Monte 10 316 11 miles 0.4 mile 

Glendale 30.6 1,100 Unknown Unknown 

Inglewood 9 1,157 12 miles Unknown 

Pasadena 26 1,050 30 Unknown 

Santa Monica 8.3 850 Unknown Unknown 
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Permittee Area 

(Square Miles) 

Catch Basins Storm Drain 

Length 

Open Channel Length 

Torrance 20 2,000 20 miles 3 miles 

TOTAL  109,473 4,323 484.4 

 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District also owns the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works headquarters building and Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District maintenance yards to support its field operations.  
 
Storm water and non-storm water are conveyed through the MS4 and ultimately 
discharged into receiving waters of the Los Angeles Region. The Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District’s infrastructure receives storm water and non-storm water flows 
from various sources. These flows come from MS4s owned by other Permittees 
covered by this Order and other public agencies that connect to the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District’s infrastructure, NPDES permitted discharges, discharges 
authorized by the USEPA (including discharges subject to a decision document 
approved pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA)), groundwater, and natural flows.  
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns its headquarters building located at 
900 South Fremont Avenue in the City of Alhambra, California. The facility includes a 
fueling station and a wash rack that discharges to the sanitary sewer. The wash rack is 
used to wash Department of Public Works vehicles. The Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District also operates 12 flood maintenance yards. Materials and equipment 
associated with maintaining the flood control facilities are stored at the yards.  
 
The requirements contained in this Order apply to the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District, 84 cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and the 
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County under County jurisdiction, with the 
exception of the City of Long Beach. Under the previous Order, Order No. 01-182, the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District was designated the Principal Permittee, and 
the County of Los Angeles and the 84 incorporated cities were designated co-
Permittees. However, in this Order, the role of Principal Permittee has been eliminated. 
This Order divides Los Angeles County into seven Watershed Management Areas 
(WMAs).  
 

B. The Need to Regulate Discharges from MS4s 

The quality of storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s is fundamentally 
important to the health of the environment and the quality of life in Southern California.  
Polluted storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s are a leading cause of 
water quality impairment in the Los Angeles Region.  Storm water and non-storm water 
discharges are often contaminated with pesticides, fertilizers, fecal indicator bacteria 
and associated pathogens, trash, automotive byproducts, and many other toxic 
substances generated by activities in the urban environment.  Water that flows over 
streets, parking lots, construction sites, and industrial, commercial, residential, and 
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municipal areas carries these untreated pollutants through the MS4 directly into the 
receiving waters of the Region. The water quality impacts, ecosystem impacts, and 
increased public health risks from MS4 discharges that affect receiving waters 
nationwide and throughout Los Angeles County, including its coastline, are well 
documented.  
 
The National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) Study (USEPA 1983) showed that MS4 
discharges draining from residential, commercial, and light industrial areas contain 
significant loadings of total suspended solids and other pollutants. Many studies 
continue to support the conclusions of the NURP Study. The NURP Study also found 
that pollutant levels from illicit discharges were high enough to significantly degrade 
receiving water quality, and threaten aquatic life, wildlife, and human health. The 
general findings and conclusions of the NURP Study are reiterated in the more recent 
2008 National Research Council report “Urban Runoff Management in the United 
States” as well as in a regional study, “Sources, Patterns and Mechanisms of storm 
Water Pollutant Loading from Watersheds and Land Uses of the Greater Los Angeles 
Area, California,” SCCWRP Technical Report 510 (2007), funded in large part by the 
Regional Water Board.  
 
Some of the conclusions of the 2007 regional study were as follows. 
 
Storm water runoff from watershed and land use based sources is a significant 
contributor of pollutant loading and often exceeds water quality standards. High 
pollutant concentrations were observed throughout the study at both mass emission 
(ME) and land use (LU) sites. Pollutant concentrations frequently exceeded water 
quality standards.  
 
Storm water Event Mean Concentrations (EMCs), fluxes and loads were substantially 
lower from undeveloped open space areas when compared to developed urbanized 
watersheds. Storms sampled from less developed watersheds produced pollutant 
EMCs and fluxes that were one to two orders of magnitude lower than comparably sized 
storms in urbanized watersheds. Furthermore, the higher fluxes from developed 
watersheds were generated by substantially less rainfall than the lower fluxes from the 
undeveloped watersheds, presumably due to increased impervious surface area in 
developed watersheds.  
 
The Los Angeles region contributed a similar range of storm water runoff pollutant loads 
as that of other regions of the United States. Comparison of constituent concentrations 
in storm water runoff from land use sites from this study reveal median EMCs that are 
comparable to U.S. averages reported in the National Storm water Quality Database 
(NSQD; Pitt et al., 2003). Comparison to the NSQD data set provides insight to spatial 
and temporal patterns in constituent concentrations in urban systems. Similarities 
between levels reported in the NSQD and this study suggest that land-based 
concentrations in southern California storm water are generally comparable to those in 
other parts of the country. 
 
Peak concentrations for all constituents were observed during the early part of the 
storm. Constituent concentrations varied with time over the course of storm events. For 

RB-AR3812



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-8 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

all storms sampled, the highest constituent concentrations occurred during the early 
phases of storm water runoff with peak concentrations usually preceding peak flow. 
Although the pattern of an early peak in concentration was comparable in both large 
and small developed watersheds, the peak concentration tended to occur later in the 
storm and persist for a longer duration in the smaller developed watersheds. Therefore 
monitoring programs must capture the early portion of storms and account for intra-
storm variability in concentration in order to generate accurate estimates of EMC and 
contaminant loading. Programs that do not initiate sampling until a flow threshold has 
been surpassed may severely underestimate storm EMCs. 
 
Highest constituent loading was observed early in the storm season with intra-annual 
variability driven more by antecedent dry period than amount of rainfall. Seasonal 
differences in constituent EMCs and loads were consistently observed at both ME and 
LU sites. In general, early season storms (October – December) produce significantly 
higher constituent EMCs and loads than late season storms (April-May), even when 
rainfall quantity was similar. This suggests that the magnitude of constituent load 
associated with storm water runoff depends, at least in part, on the amount of time 
available for pollutant build-up on land surfaces. The extended dry period that typically 
occurs in arid climates such as southern California maximizes the time for constituents 
to build-up on land surfaces, resulting in proportionally higher concentrations and loads 
during initial storms of the season. 
 
The 1992, 1994, and 1996 National Water Quality Inventory Reports to Congress 
prepared by USEPA showed a trend of impairment in the Nation’s waters from 
contaminated storm water and dry weather urban runoff. The 2004 National Water 
Quality Inventory (305(b) Report) showed that urban runoff/storm water discharges 
contribute to the impairment of 22,559 miles of streams, the impairment of 701,024 
acres of lakes, and the impairment of 867 square miles of estuaries in the United 
States.   The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 1999 Report, "Stormwater 
Strategies, Community Responses to Runoff Pollution” identifies two main causes of the 
storm water pollution problem in urban areas. Both causes are directly related to 
development in urban and urbanizing areas:  
 
Increased volume and velocity of surface runoff. There are three types of human-made 
impervious covers that increase the volume and velocity of runoff: (i) rooftop, (ii) 
transportation imperviousness, and (iii) non-porous (impervious) surfaces. As these 
impervious surfaces increase, infiltration will decrease, forcing more water to run off the 
surface, picking up speed and pollutants. 
 
The concentration of pollutants in the runoff. Certain activities, such as those from 
industrial sites, are large contributors of pollutant concentrations to the MS4.  
The report also identified several activities causing storm water pollution from urban 
areas, including practices of homeowners, businesses, and government agencies. 
Studies conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) confirm the link 
between urbanization and water quality impairments in urban watersheds due to 
contaminated storm water runoff. 
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Furthermore, the water quality impacts of urbanization and urban storm water 
discharges have been summarized by several other recent USEPA reports.  
Urbanization causes changes in hydrology and increases pollutant loads which 
adversely impact water quality and impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters. 
Increases in population density and imperviousness result in changes to stream 
hydrology including: 
• increased peak discharges compared to predevelopment levels; 
• increased volume of storm water runoff with each storm compared to pre-
development levels;  
• decreased travel time to reach receiving water;  
• increased frequency and severity of floods;  
• reduced stream flow during prolonged periods of dry weather due to reduced levels 
of infiltration;  
• increased runoff velocity during storms due to a combination of effects of higher 
discharge peaks, rapid time of concentration, and smoother hydraulic surfaces from 
channelization; and 
• decreased infiltration and diminished groundwater recharge. 
 
The Los Angeles County MS4 program has conducted monitoring to:  
 
• quantify mass emissions for pollutants;  
• identify critical sources for pollutants of concern in storm water;  
• evaluate BMP effectiveness; and  
• evaluate receiving water impacts, including impacts to tributaries.  
 
The monitoring indicates that instream concentrations of pathogen indicators (fecal 
coliform and streptococcus), heavy metals (such as Pb, Cu, Zn) and pesticides (such as 
diazinon) exceed water quality standards.  The mass emissions of pollutants to the 
ocean are significant from the urban WMAs such as the Los Angeles River WMA, 
Ballona Creek WMA, and Coyote Creek WMA, with the Los Angeles River WMA 
providing more than seventy percent of the loadings. Critical source data for facilities 
(such as auto-salvage yards, primary metal facilities, and automotive repair shops) 
show that total and dissolved heavy metals (Pb, Cu, Zn, and Cd), and total suspended 
solids (TSS) exceeded water quality standards by as much as two orders of magnitude. 
The results are consistent with a limited term study conducted by the Regional Water 
Board to characterize storm water runoff in the Los Angeles region in 1988 before the 
issuance of first MS4 permit.   Storm water runoff data from predominant land uses in 
Los Angeles County showed similar patterns. Light industrial, commercial and 
transportation land uses showed the highest range of exceedances. A pesticide 
(diazinon) was detected in higher concentrations from residential land use. The data for 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), a known pollutant of concern in urban storm 
water runoff, is inconclusive but improved analytical methods may yield more definitive 
results in the future. Receiving water impacts studies found that storm water discharges 
from urban watersheds exhibit toxicity attributable to heavy metals. Bioassessments of 
the benthic communities showed bioaccumulation of toxicants. Sediment analysis 
showed higher concentrations of pollutants, such as Pb and PAHs, in urban watersheds 
than in rural watersheds (2 to 4 times higher). In addition, toxicity of dry weather flows 
was observed with the cause of toxicity undetermined.  Other studies have documented 
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concentrations of pollutants that exceed water quality standards in storm drains flowing 
to the ocean during dry weather, and adverse health impacts from swimming near 
flowing storm drains.  
 
Trash is also a serious and pervasive water quality problem in Los Angeles County. The 
Regional Water Board has determined that current levels of trash exceed the existing 
water quality objectives contained in the Basin Plan that are necessary to protect the 
beneficial uses of many surface waters. Regional Water Board staff regularly observes 
trash in surface waters throughout the Los Angeles region.  Non-profit organizations 
such as Heal the Bay, Friends of the Los Angeles River (FoLAR) and others organize 
volunteer clean-ups periodically, and document the amount of trash collected. Trash in 
waterways causes significant water quality problems.  Small and large floatables inhibit 
the growth of aquatic vegetation, decreasing habitat and spawning areas for fish and 
other living organisms.  Wildlife living in rivers and in riparian areas can be harmed by 
ingesting or becoming entangled in floating trash.  Except for large items, settleables 
are not always obvious to the eye.  They include glass, cigarette butts, rubber, and 
construction debris, among other things.  Settleables can be a problem for bottom 
feeders and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Some debris (e.g. diapers, 
medical and household waste, and chemicals) are a source of bacteria and toxic 
substances. Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end up on 
the beaches or in the open ocean, keeping visitors away from our beaches and 
degrading coastal waters. 
 

C. Summary of Existing Requirements and Self-Monitoring Report (SMR) Data 

The Los Angeles County MS4 Permit was last reissued in 2001 as Order No.01-182. 
Order No. 01-182 expired in 2006, but has been administratively extended pursuant to 
federal regulations. Order No. 01-182 was reopened by the Regional Water Board in 
2006, 2007 and 2009 to incorporate provisions to implement three TMDLs. It was 
further amended in 2010 and 2011 pursuant to a peremptory writ of mandate issued by 
the Los Angeles County Superior Court. 
 
Order No. 01-182 is organized under the following seven parts and includes several 
attachments.  The description below summarizes key permit parts and attachments in 
Order No. 01-182: 
 
Part 1 – Discharge Prohibitions 
As required by section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) of the Clean Water Act, Part 1 requires 
permittees to “effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the MS4 and 
watercourses, except where such discharges” are covered by a separate NPDES permit 
or fall within one of thirteen categories of flows that are conditionally exempted from the 
discharge prohibition. These exempted flows fall under the general categories of natural 
flows, fire fighting flows, and flows incidental to urban activities (i.e. landscape irrigation, 
sidewalk rinsing). These non-storm water flows may be exempted so long as: (i) they 
are not a source of pollutants, (ii) their effective prohibition is not necessary to comply 
with TMDL provisions, and (iii) they do not violate antidegradation policies.  Part 1 also 
authorizes the Regional Water Board Executive Officer to impose conditions on these 
types of discharges and to add or remove categories of conditionally exempted non-
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storm water discharges based on their potential to contribute pollutants to receiving 
waters. 
 
Part 2 – Receiving Water Limitations  

Part 2 prohibits discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of 
water quality standards. In addition, discharges from the MS4 of storm water or non-
storm water, for which a Permittee is responsible, may not cause or contribute to a 
condition of nuisance.  Part 2.3 states that permittees shall comply with these 
prohibitions “through timely implementation of control measures and other actions to 
reduce pollutants in the discharges in accordance with [the Los Angeles Stormwater 
Quality Management Program (SQMP)] and its components and other requirements of 
[the LA County MS4 Permit].”  Part 2.3 establishes an “iterative process” whereby 
certain actions are required when exceedances of water quality standards or objectives 
occur.  This iterative process includes submitting a Receiving Water Limitations 
Compliance Report; revising the SQMP and its components to include modified BMPs, 
an implementation schedule and additional monitoring to address the exceedances; and 
implementing the revised SQMP. These provisions are consistent with the receiving 
water limitations language required by State Water Board Order WQ 99-05. 
 
Part 2 also includes provisions implementing the Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach 
and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL (summer dry weather provisions only).  During 
summer dry weather, Part 2.6 prohibits discharges of bacteria from MS4s into Marina 
del Rey Harbor Basins D, E, or F, including Mothers’ Beach that cause or contribute to 
exceedance of the applicable bacteria water quality objectives.  
 
Part 2 also included similar TMDL provisions relating to the Santa Monica Bay summer 
dry weather bacteria TMDL. However, as a result of a legal challenge by Los Angeles 
County and the LACFCD, the Regional Water Board was required to void and set aside 
those provisions, which the Regional Water Board did in 2011.  
 
Part 3 – Stormwater Quality Management Program (SQMP) Implementation 
Under Part 3, each Permittee shall, at a minimum, implement the SQMP, which is an 
enforceable element of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. The SQMP, at a minimum, 
shall also comply with the applicable storm water program requirements of 40 CFR 
section 122.26(d)(2).  The SQMP and its components shall be implemented so as to 
reduce the discharges of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable 
(MEP) and effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges to the MS4. Each Permittee 
shall also implement additional controls, where necessary, to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants from the MS4.   
 
Part 3 also sets forth specific responsibilities of the Principal Permittee, which under 
Order No. 01-182 is the LACFCD, and co-permittees.  In addition, Part 3 sets forth 
requirements for Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) which, among other 
tasks, prioritize pollution control efforts and evaluate the effectiveness of and 
recommend changes to the SQMP and its components. Each Permittee must also have 
the necessary legal authority to prohibit non-storm water discharges to the MS4, as well 
as possess adequate legal authority to develop and enforce storm water and non-storm 
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water ordinances for its jurisdiction. 
 
Part 4 – Special Provisions 
Part 4 sets forth provisions for public information and participation, industrial/commercial 
facilities control program, development planning, development construction, public 
agency activities, and illicit connections and illicit discharges elimination.  These 
programs are termed “minimum control measures” and have been in place since the 
inception of the MS4 NPDES permitting program, as required by federal regulations.   
 
Part 5 – Definitions 
Part 5 includes definitions for terms used within Order No. 01-182. 
 
Part 6 – Standard Provisions  
Part 6 includes standard provisions relating to implementation of the programs required 
by the permit. Such provisions include, but are not limited to, the duty to comply, the 
duty to mitigate, inspection and entry requirements, proper operation and maintenance 
requirements, monitoring and reporting requirements, and the duty to provide 
information.  Most of these provisions are required by 40 CFR sections 122.41 or 
122.42 and apply to all NPDES permits. 
 
Part 7 – TMDL Provisions   
In 2009, Order No. 01-182 was amended to include provisions that are consistent with 
the assumptions and requirements of waste load allocations from the Los Angeles River 
Trash TMDL. Appendix 7-1 identifies the permittees subject to the Los Angeles River 
Trash TMDL and sets forth the interim and final numeric effluent limitations for trash that 
the permittees must comply with. Part 7 also sets forth how permittees can demonstrate 
compliance with the numeric effluent limitations. Permittees have the option to employ 
three general compliance strategies to achieve the numeric effluent limitations. 
Depending on the strategy selected, the Permittee may demonstrate compliance either 
by documenting the percentage of its area addressed by full capture systems (“action-
based” demonstration) or by calculating its annual trash discharge to the MS4 and 
comparing that to its effluent limitation. This approach allows the Permittee the flexibility 
to comply with the numeric effluent limitations using any lawful means, and establishes 
appropriate and enforceable compliance metrics depending on the method of 
compliance and level of assurance provided by the Permittee that the selected method 
will achieve the numeric effluent limitations derived from the TMDL WLAs.   
 
Attachment U – Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Order No. 01-182 has both self-monitoring and public reporting requirements, which 
include: (1) monitoring of “mass emissions” at seven mass emission monitoring stations; 
(2) Water Column Toxicity Monitoring; (3) Tributary Monitoring; (4) Shoreline Monitoring; 
(5) Trash Monitoring; (6) Estuary Sampling; (7) Bioassessment; and (8) Special Studies.  
The purpose of mass emissions monitoring is to: (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 standards by comparing results to 
the applicable standards in the Basin Plan. Order No. 01-182 established that the 
Principal Permittee shall monitor the mass emissions stations. The permit required 
mass emission sampling five times per year. 

RB-AR3817



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-13 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

 
 

III. APPLICABLE STATUTES, REGULATIONS, PLANS, AND POLICIES 

The provisions contained in this Order are based on the requirements and authorities 
described below. 

A. Legal Authorities – Federal Clean Water Act and California Water Code 

This Order is issued pursuant to section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
implementing regulations adopted by the USEPA and chapter 5.5, division 7 of the 
California Water Code (commencing with section 13370).  It serves as an NPDES 
permit for point source discharges from this facility to surface waters. This Order also 
serves as Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) pursuant to article 4, chapter 4, 
division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing with section 13260). 

B. Federal and California Endangered Species Acts 

This Order does not authorize any act that results in the taking of a threatened or 
endangered species or any act that is now prohibited, or becomes prohibited in the 
future, under either the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code, §§  
2050 to 2115.5) or the Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C.A., §§ 1531 to 
1544).  This Order requires compliance with requirements to protect the beneficial uses 
of waters of the United States.  Permittees are responsible for meeting all requirements 
of the applicable Endangered Species Act. 
 

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

This action to adopt an NPDES Permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, § 21100, et seq.) 
pursuant to California Water Code section 13389. (County of Los Angeles v. Cal. Water 
Boards (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 985.)  

D. State and Federal Regulations, Policies, and Plans 

1. Water Quality Control Plans.  The CWA requires the Regional Water Board to 
establish water quality standards for each water body in its region. Water quality 
standards include beneficial uses, water quality objectives and criteria that are 
established at levels sufficient to protect those beneficial uses, and an 
antidegradation policy to prevent degrading waters. On June 13, 1994, the Regional 
Water Board adopted a Water Quality Control Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of 
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (hereinafter Basin Plan). The Basin Plan 
designates beneficial uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains 
implementation programs and policies to achieve those objectives for all waters in 
the Los Angeles Region.  The Regional Water Board has amended the Basin Plan 
on multiple occasions since 1994. In addition, the Basin Plan implements State 
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Resolution No. 88-63, which 
established state policy that all waters, with certain exceptions, should be 
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considered suitable or potentially suitable for municipal or domestic supply.  
Beneficial uses applicable to the surface water bodies that receive discharges from 
the Los Angeles County MS4 generally include those listed below: 

Table F-3. Basin Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Use(s) 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 

(MS4s) discharge 
points within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control 

District, the County 
of Los Angeles, and 

84 incorporated 
cities within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control District 
with the exception of 

the City of Long 
Beach 

Multiple surface 
water bodies of 
the Los Angeles 
Region 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN); Agricultural 
Supply (AGR); Industrial Service Supply (IND); 
Industrial Process Supply (PROC); Ground Water 
Recharge (GWR); Freshwater Replenishment 
(FRSH); Navigation (NAV); Hydropower Generation 
(POW); Water Contact Recreation (REC-1); Limited 
Contact Recreation (LREC-1); Non-Contact Water 
Recreation (REC-2); Commercial and Sport Fishing 
(COMM); Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM); Cold 
Freshwater Habitat (COLD); Preservation of Areas of 
Special Biological Significance (BIOL); Wildlife 
Habitat (WILD); Preservation of Rare and 
Endangered Species (RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); 
Wetland Habitat (WET); Migration of Aquatic 
Organisms (MIGR); Spawning, Reproduction, and/or 
Early Development (SPWN); Shellfish Harvesting 
(SHELL) 

Pursuant to California Water Code section 13263(a), the requirements of this Order 
implement the Basin Plan. 

a. Permit Structure: Watershed Management Approach and Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation 

One of the fundamental issues for this Order was a reconsideration of the basic 
permit structure. The previous Order, Order No. 01-182, was structured as a 
single permit whereby all 86 Permittees were assigned uniform requirements, 
with additional requirements for the Principal Permittee. Through Order No. 01-
182, the Regional Water Board began to implement a Watershed Management 
Approach to address water quality protection in the region. The Watershed 
Management Approach intended to provide a comprehensive and integrated 
strategy toward water resource protection, enhancement, and restoration while 
considering economic and environmental impacts within a hydrologically defined 
drainage basin or watershed.  
 
On June 12, 2006, prior to the expiration date of Order No. 01-182, all of the 
Permittees filed Reports of Waste Discharge (ROWD) applying for renewal of 
their waste discharge requirements. Specifically, the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District submitted an ROWD application on behalf of itself, the County of 
Los Angeles, and 78 other Permittees.  Several Permittees under Order No. 01-
182 elected to not be included as part of the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District’s ROWD.  On June 12, 2006, the cities of Downey and Signal Hill each 
submitted an individual ROWD application requesting an individual MS4 permit; 
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and the Upper San Gabriel River Watershed Coalition (comprised of the cities of 
Azusa, Claremont, Glendora, Irwindale, and Whittier) also submitted an individual 
ROWD application requesting a separate MS4 permit for these cities.  In 2010, 
the LACFCD withdrew from its 2006 ROWD and submitted a new ROWD also 
requesting an individual MS4 permit. The LACFCD also requested that if an 
individual MS4 permit was not issued to it, that it no longer be designated as the 
Principal Permittee and that it is relieved of Principal Permittee responsibilities.  
 
The Regional Water Board evaluated each of the 2006 ROWDs and notified all of 
the Permittees that their ROWDs did not satisfy federal storm water regulations 
contained in the USEPA Interpretive Policy Memorandum on Reapplication 
Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems; Final Rule, August 
9, 1996 (61 Fed Reg. 41697).  The Regional Water Board also found that the 
information presented in the ROWDs did not reflect the current status of program 
elements for MS4 permits developed over the past decade or the new 
information specific to this MS4. Because each ROWD did not satisfy federal 
requirements, the Regional Water Board deemed all four 2006 ROWDs 
incomplete. The Regional Water Board also evaluated the LACFCD’s 2010 
ROWD and found that it too did not satisfy federal requirements nor reflect the 
current status for MS4s.   

 
Though five separate ROWDs were submitted, the Regional Water Board retains 
the discretion as the permitting authority to determine whether to issue permits 
for discharges from MS4s on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis. Clean 
Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(i) and implementing regulations at 40 CFR 
section 122.26, subdivisions (a)(1)(v) and (a)(3)(ii), allow the permitting authority 
to issue permits for MS4 discharges on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis 
taking into consideration a variety of factors. Such factors include the location of 
the discharge with respect to waters of the United States, the size of the 
discharge, the quantity and nature of the pollutants discharged to waters of the 
United States, and other relevant factors. Federal regulations at 40 CFR section 
122.26(a)(3)(ii) identify a variety of possible permitting structures, including one 
system-wide permit covering all MS4 discharges or distinct permits for 
appropriate categories of MS4 discharges including, but not limited to, all 
discharges owned or operated by the same municipality, located within the same 
jurisdiction, all discharges within a system that discharge to the same watershed, 
discharges within a MS4 that are similar in nature, or for individual discharges 
from MS4s. 
 
In evaluating the five separate ROWDs and the structure for this Order, the 
Regional Water Board considered a number of factors: 
 
i. The nature of the Los Angeles County MS4, which is a large interconnected 

system, controlled in large part by the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District, among others, and used by multiple cities along with Los Angeles 
County. The discharges from these entities frequently commingle in the MS4 
prior to discharge to receiving waters. 
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ii. The requirement to implement 33 largely watershed-based TMDLs in this 
Order. A number of Permittees have already established jurisdictional groups 
on a watershed or subwatershed basis for TMDL implementation. (See 
Attachment K of this Order for a matrix of these TMDLs and Permittees by 
Watershed Management Area (WMA)). Many of the TMDLs apply to multiple 
watersheds and the jurisdictional areas of multiple Permittees.  Having 
separate permits would make implementation of the TMDLs more 
cumbersome. 

iii. The passage of Assembly Bill 2554 in 2010, which amended the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control Act. This statute allows the LACFCD to assess a parcel 
tax for storm water and clean water programs. Funding is subject to voter 
approval in accordance with Proposition 218. Fifty percent of funding is 
allocated to nine “watershed authority groups” to implement collaborative 
water quality improvement plans. (See Attachments B and C of this Order for 
maps of WMAs.) 

iv. Results of the on-line survey administered to Permittees by Regional Water 
Board staff regarding permit structure. The results indicated that a majority of 
Permittees support a single MS4 permit for Los Angeles County. A significant 
minority support multiple watershed-based permits. Overall, 85 percent of the 
permittees that responded to the on-line survey support either a single MS4 
permit or several individual watershed-based permits. A small number of 
permittees support alternative groupings of adjacent municipalities instead of 
watershed-based groupings. Only four permittees expressed a preference for 
individual MS4 permits.  

v. The 2006 and 2010 ROWDs. Eight Permittees submitted individual or small 
group ROWDs, including the cities of Signal Hill and Downey; five cities in the 
upper San Gabriel River watershed; and the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District. The LACFCD has also requested that if the Regional Water 
Board does not issue an individual permit to the LACFCD, that it is no longer 
designated as Principal Permittee and relieved of Principal Permittee 
responsibilities. 

 
Based on an evaluation of these factors, the Regional Water Board again 
determined that, because of the complexity and networking of the MS4 within Los 
Angeles County, that one system-wide permit is appropriate. In order to provide 
individual Permittees with more specific requirements, this Order regulates the 
MS4 discharges of 86 Permittees with some sections devoted to universal 
requirements for all Permittees and others devoted to requirements specific to 
each Watershed Management Area (WMA), including TMDL implementation 
provisions. This structure is supported by section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act 
and 40 CFR sections 122.26, subdivisions (a)(1)(v) and (a)(3)(ii). A single permit 
will ensure consistency and equitability in regulatory requirements within Los 
Angeles County, while watershed-based sections within the single permit will 
provide flexibility to tailor permit provisions to address distinct watershed 
characteristics and water quality issues. Additionally, an internal watershed-
based structure comports with the Regional Water Board’s Watershed 
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Management Initiative, its watershed-based TMDL requirements, and the 
LACFCD’s funding initiative passed in Assembly Bill 2554. Watershed-based 
sections will help promote watershed-wide solutions to address water quality 
problems, which in many cases are the most efficient and cost-effective means to 
address storm water and urban runoff pollution. Further, watershed-based 
sections may encourage collaboration among permittees to implement regional 
integrated water resources approaches such as storm water capture and re-use 
to achieve multiple benefits. 
 
The Regional Water Board determined that the cities of Signal Hill and Downey, 
the five upper San Gabriel River cities, and the LACFCD are included as 
Permittees in this Order. Individually tailored permittee requirements are provided 
in this Order, where appropriate. The Regional Water Board also determined that 
as the primary owner and operator of the Los Angeles County MS4, the LACFCD 
should remain a Permittee in the single-system wide permit; however, this Order 
relieves LACFCD of its role and responsibilities as Principal Permittee. This 
Order also specifies certain requirements specific to the LACFCD in its role as 
the owner and operator of the majority of the Los Angeles County MS4.  

 
2. Ocean Plan. In 1972, the State Water Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan 

for Ocean Waters of California, California Ocean Plan (hereinafter Ocean Plan). The 
State Water Board adopted the most recent amended Ocean Plan on September 15, 
2009. The Office of Administration Law approved it on March 10, 2010. On October 
8, 2010, USEPA approved the 2009 Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan is applicable, in 
its entirety, to ocean waters of the State. In order to protect beneficial uses, the 
Ocean Plan establishes water quality objectives and a program of implementation. 
Pursuant to California Water Code section 13263(a), the requirements of this Order 
implement the Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan identifies beneficial uses of ocean 
waters of the State to be protected as summarized below: 
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Table F-4. Ocean Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Use(s) 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 

(MS4s) discharge 
points within the 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control District, 
the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 

incorporated cities 
within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control 

District with the 
exception of the 

City of Long 
Beach 

Pacific Ocean 

Industrial Water Supply (IND); Water Contact (REC-
1) and Non-Contact Recreation (REC-2), including 
aesthetic enjoyment; Navigation (NAV); Commercial 
and Sport Fishing (COMM); Mariculture; 
Preservation and Enhancement of Designated Areas 
of Special Biological Significance (ASBS); Rare and 
Endangered Species (RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); 
Fish Migration (MIGR); Fish Spawning (SPWN) and 
Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL) 

 

3. Antidegradation Policy.  40 CFR section 131.124 requires that the state water 
quality standards include an antidegradation policy consistent with the federal 
antidegradation policy.  The State Water Board established California’s 
antidegradation policy in State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 (“Statement of 
Policy with Respect to Maintaining the Quality of the Waters of the State”).  
Resolution No. 68-16 incorporates the federal antidegradation policy where the 
federal policy applies under federal law.  The Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan 
implements, and incorporates by reference, both the State and federal 
antidegradation policies. Resolution No. 68-16 and 40 CFR section 131.12 require 
the Regional Water Board to maintain high quality waters of the State until it is 
demonstrated that any change in quality will be consistent with maximum benefit to 
the people of the State, will not unreasonably affect beneficial uses, and will not 
result in water quality less than that described in the Regional Water Board’s 
policies.  Resolution 68-16 requires that discharges of waste be regulated to meet 
best practicable treatment or control to assure that pollution or nuisance will not 
occur and the highest water quality consistent with the maximum benefit to the 
people of the State be maintained.   

The discharges permitted in this Order are consistent with the antidegradation 
provisions of 40 CFR section 131.12 and Resolution 68-16.  Many of the water 
bodies within the area covered by this Order are of high quality.  The Order requires 
the Permittees to meet best practicable treatment or control to meet water quality 
standards.  As required by 40 CFR section 122.44(a), the Permittees must comply 
with the “maximum extent practicable” technology-based standard set forth in CWA 

                                            
4
 All further statutory references are to title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations unless otherwise indicated. 
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section 402(p).  Many of the waters within the area covered by this Order are 
impaired and listed on the State’s CWA Section 303(d) List and either the Regional 
Water Board or USEPA has established TMDLs to address the impairments.  This 
Order requires the Permittees to comply with permit provisions to implement the 
WLAs set forth in the TMDLs in order to restore the beneficial uses of the impaired 
water bodies consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the TMDLs.  This 
Order includes requirements to develop and implement storm water management 
programs, achieve water quality-based effluent limitations, and effectively prohibit 
non-storm water discharges through the MS4.   

The issuance of this Order does not authorize an increase in the amount of 
discharge of waste.  The Order is more stringent than the previous Order because it 
includes requirements to implement WLAs assigned to Los Angeles County MS4 
discharges that have been established in 33 TMDLs, most of which were not 
included in the previous Order.   

4. Anti-Backsliding Requirements.  Sections 402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA 
and federal regulations at 40 CFR section 122.44(l) prohibit backsliding in NPDES 
permits.  These anti-backsliding provisions require effluent limitations or other 
conditions in a reissued permit to be as stringent as those in the previous permit, 
with some exceptions where limitations or conditions may be relaxed. All effluent 
limitations and other conditions (e.g. storm water management program minimum 
control measures, monitoring) in this Order are at least as stringent as the effluent 
limitations and conditions in the previous permit. 

E. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA section 303(d) List 

Section 303(d)(1) of the CWA requires each state to identify specific water bodies within 
its boundaries where water quality standards are not being met or are not expected to 
be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations on point sources. 
Water bodies that do not meet water quality standards are considered impaired and are 
placed on the state’s “303(d) List”. Periodically, USEPA approves the State’s 303(d) 
List.  Most recently, USEPA approved the State’s 2010 303(d) List of impaired water 
bodies on October 11, 2011, which includes certain receiving waters in the Los Angeles 
region. For each listed water body, the state or USEPA is required to establish a total 
maximum daily load (TMDL) of each pollutant impairing the water quality standards in 
that water body.  A TMDL is a tool for implementing water quality standards and is 
based on the relationship between pollution sources and in-stream water quality 
conditions.  The TMDL establishes the allowable pollutant loadings for a water body and 
thereby provides the basis to establish water quality-based controls.  These controls 
should provide the pollution reduction necessary for a water body to meet water quality 
standards.  A TMDL is the sum of the allowable pollutant loads of a single pollutant from 
all contributing point sources (the waste load allocations or WLAs) and non-point 
sources (load allocations or LAs), plus the contribution from background sources and a 
margin of safety. (40 CFR section 130.2(i).) MS4 discharges are considered point 
source discharges. For 303(d)-listed water bodies and pollutants in the Los Angeles 
Region, the Regional Water Board or USEPA develops and adopts TMDLs that specify 
these requirements.     
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Over the last decade, the Regional Water Board and USEPA have established 33 
TMDLs to remedy water quality impairments in various water bodies within Los Angeles 
County. (See Attachment K of this Order for a list of TMDLs by Watershed Management 
Area for Los Angeles County.) These TMDLs identify MS4 discharges as a source of 
pollutants to these water bodies and, as required, establish WLAs for MS4 discharges 
to reduce the amount of pollutants discharged to receiving waters. Federal regulations 
require that NPDES permits contain effluent limits consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements of all available WLAs (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)). Therefore, this 
Order includes effluent limitations and other provisions to implement the TMDL WLAs 
assigned to permittees regulated by the LA County MS4 Permit.  
 
The Regional Water Board has previously established numeric effluent limitations to 
implement TMDL WLAs when it reopened Order No. 01-182 in 2009 to incorporate 
permit provisions to implement the Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL WLAs. In 
that case, Permittees have the option to employ three general compliance strategies to 
achieve the numeric effluent limitations. Depending on the strategy selected, the 
Permittee may demonstrate compliance either by documenting the percentage of its 
area addressed by full capture systems (“action-based” demonstration) or by calculating 
its annual trash discharge to the MS4 and comparing that to its effluent limitation. This 
approach allows the Permittee the flexibility to comply with the numeric effluent 
limitations using any lawful means, and establishes appropriate and enforceable 
compliance metrics depending on the method of compliance and level of assurance 
provided by the Permittee that the selected method will achieve the numeric effluent 
limitations derived from the TMDL WLAs. A similar approach is used for the 32 other 
TMDLs incorporated into this Order, where appropriate. 
 

F. Other Plans, Policies and Regulations 

This Order implements all other applicable federal regulations and State plans, policies 
and regulations, including the California Toxics Rule at 40 CFR section 131.38. 

IV. RATIONALE FOR DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS 

A. Discharge Prohibitions – Non-Storm Water Discharges 

1. Regulatory Background 

The CWA employs the strategy of prohibiting the discharge of any pollutant from a 
point source into waters of the United States unless the discharger of the pollutant(s) 
obtains an NPDES permit pursuant to CWA section 402. The 1987 amendment to 
the CWA included section 402(p) that specifically addresses NPDES permitting 
requirements· for municipal discharges from MS4s. Section 402(p) prohibits the 
discharge of pollutants from specified MS4s to waters of the United States except as 
authorized by an NPDES permit and identifies the substantive standards for MS4 
permits. MS4 permits (1) “shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the storm sewers[ ]” and (2) “shall require [i] controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including 
management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering 
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methods, and [ii] such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollutants.” (CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii).) 
 
On November 16, 1990, USEPA published regulations to implement the 1987 
amendments to the CWA. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990 et seq. (Nov. 16, 1990)). The 
regulations establish minimum requirements for MS4 permits. The regulations 
address both storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s; however, the 
minimum requirements for each are significantly different. This is evident from 
USEPA’s preamble to the storm water regulations, which states that “Section 
402(p)(B)(3) [of the CWA] requires that permits for discharges from municipal 
separate storm sewers require the municipality to “effectively prohibit” non-storm 
water discharges from the municipal storm sewer … Ultimately, such non-storm 
water discharges through a municipal separate storm sewer system must either be 
removed from the system or become subject to an NPDES permit” (55 Fed. Reg. 
47990, 47995 (Nov. 16, 1990).5 USEPA states that MS4 Permittees are to begin to 
fulfill the “effective prohibition of non-storm water discharges” requirement by: (1) 
conducting a screening analysis of the MS4 to provide information to develop 
priorities for a program to detect and remove illicit discharges, (2) implementing a 
program to detect and remove illicit discharges, or ensure they are covered by a 
separate NPDES permit, and (3) to control improper disposal into the storm sewer. 
(40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).) These non-storm water discharges therefore are not 
subject to the MEP standard. 
 
“Illicit discharges” defined in the regulations is the most closely applicable definition 
of “non-storm water” contained in federal law and the terms are often used 
interchangeably. In fact, “illicit discharge” is defined by USEPA in its 1990 
rulemaking, as “any discharge through a municipal separate storm sewer that is not 
composed entirely of storm water and that is not covered by an NPDES permit [other 
than the permit for the discharge from the MS4] (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995). 
 

2. Definition of Storm Water and Non-Storm Water 

Federal regulations define “storm water” as “storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, 
and surface runoff and drainage.” (40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(13).) While “surface runoff 
and drainage” is not defined in federal law, USEPA’s preamble to the federal 
regulations demonstrates that the term is related to precipitation events such as rain 
and/or snowmelt. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995-96 (Nov. 16, 1990)). For example, 
USEPA states: “In response to the comments [on the proposed rule] which 
requested EPA to define the term ‘storm water’ broadly to include a number of 
classes of discharges which are not in any way related to precipitation events, EPA 
believes that this rulemaking is not an appropriate forum for addressing the 
appropriate regulation under the NPDES program of such non-storm water 
discharges . . . . Consequently, the final definition of storm water has not been 
expanded from what was proposed.” (Ibid.) The storm water regulations themselves 
identify numerous categories of discharges including landscape irrigation, diverted 

                                            
5
 USEPA further states that, “[p]ermits for such [non-storm water] discharges must meet applicable technology-based and 
water-quality based requirements of Sections 402 and 301 of the CWA” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48037 (Nov. 16, 1990). 
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stream flows, discharges from potable water sources, foundation drains, air 
conditioning condensation, irrigation water, springs, water from crawl space pumps, 
footing drains, lawn watering, individual residential car washing, and street wash 
water as “non-storm water.” While these types of discharges may be regulated under 
storm water permits, they are not considered storm water discharges. (40 CFR § 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)). USEPA states that, “in general, municipalities will not be held 
responsible for prohibiting some specific components of discharges or flows … 
through their municipal separate storm sewer system, even though such 
components may be considered non-storm water discharges…” (emphasis added). 
However, where certain categories of non-storm water discharges are identified by 
the Permittee (or the Regional Water Board) as needing to be addressed, they are 
no longer exempt and become subject to the effective prohibition requirement in 
CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii). This review of the storm water regulations and 
USEPA’s discussion of the definition of storm water in its preamble to these 
regulations strongly supports the interpretation that storm water includes only 
precipitation-related discharges. Therefore, non-precipitation related discharges are 
not storm water discharges and, therefore, are not subject to the MEP standard in 
CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii). Rather, non-storm water discharges shall be 
effectively prohibited pursuant to CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii). 

 
3. Non-Storm Water Regulation 

Non-storm water discharges from the MS4 that are not authorized by separate 
NPDES permits, nor specifically exempted, are subject to requirements under the 
NPDES program, including discharge prohibitions, technology-based effluent 
limitations and water quality-based effluent limitations (40 CFR § 122.44). USEPA’s 
preamble to the storm water regulations also supports the interpretation that 
regulation of non-storm water discharges through an MS4 is not limited to the MEP 
standard in CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii):  
 
“Today’s rule defines the term “illicit discharge” to describe any discharge through a 
municipal separate storm sewer system that is not composed entirely of storm water 
and that is not covered by an NPDES permit. Such illicit discharges are not 
authorized under the Clean Water Act. Section 402(p(3)(B) requires that permits for 
discharges from municipal separate storm sewers require the municipality to 
“effectively prohibit” non-storm water discharges from the municipal separate storm 
sewer…Ultimately, such non-storm water discharges through a municipal separate 
storm sewer must either be removed from the system or become subject to an 
NPDES permit.” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995.)  
 
In its 1990 rulemaking, USEPA explained that the illicit discharge detection and 
elimination program requirement was intended to begin to implement the Clean 
Water Act’s provision requiring permits to “effectively prohibit non-storm water 
discharges.” 
 

4. Authorized and Conditionally Exempt Non-Storm Water Discharges  
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The previous permit, Order No. 01-182, contained provisions exempting several 
categories of non-storm water discharges from the discharge prohibition, including 
discharges covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit for non-storm 
water discharges, natural flows, flows from emergency fire fighting activity, and flows 
incidental to urban activities. This Order retains these same categories, but with 
several enhancements. Natural flows specified in this Order include natural springs 
and rising ground water; flows from riparian habitats and wetlands; diverted stream 
flows authorized by the State or Regional Water Board; and uncontaminated ground 
water infiltration. Flows incidental to urban activities specified in this Order include 
landscape irrigation; dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool discharges; 
dewatering of lakes and decorative fountains; non-commercial car washing by 
residents or by non-profit organizations; and street/sidewalk washwater. This Order 
separately identifies flows from non-emergency fire fighting activities and discharges 
from potable water sources as “essential” non-storm water discharges rather than 
combining them into the same category as the other non-storm water discharges 
incidental to urban activities. In doing so, the Regional Water Board recognizes that 
these discharges are essential public service discharge activities and are directly or 
indirectly required by other state or federal statute and/or regulation. This Order 
continues to unconditionally exempt emergency fire fighting discharges from the 
discharge prohibition. 

Like Order No. 01-182, this Order contains a provision that the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer may add or remove categories of exempt non-storm water 
discharges. In addition, in the event that any of the categories of non-storm water 
discharges are determined to be a source of pollutants by the Executive Officer then 
the discharges will no longer be exempt unless the Permittee implements conditions 
approved by the Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of 
pollutants. Also the Executive Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-
storm water discharges in consideration of antidegradation policies and TMDLs.  

5. BMPs for Non-Storm Water Discharges 

In this Order, no changes have been made to the types of non-storm water 
discharges included in the non-storm water discharge prohibition exemptions, with 
one exception. However, the non-storm water discharge provisions in this Order 
have been reworded to clarify the requirements for addressing authorized and 
conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges that are not prohibited. In 
particular, language has been added to explicitly identify State and Regional Water 
Board permits that are applicable to some of the exempted non-storm water 
discharges. The State and Regional Water Board general permits referenced in this 
Order and their applicability to the different types of non-storm water discharges that 
are routinely discharged through the MS4 is contained in Table F-4 below. 
 

Table F-4. State and Regional Water Board General Permits Referenced  
in this Permit 

Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 
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Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994003 – 
Discharges of Nonprocess Wastewater 
to Surface Waters in Coastal 
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties 

• Ground water seepage 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

• Air conditioning condensate 

• Discharges of cleaning wastewater 
and filter backwash 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994004 – 
Discharges of Groundwater from 
Construction and Project Dewatering to 
Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds 
of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Discharges from activities that occur at 
wellheads, such as well construction, 
well development (e.g., aquifer 
pumping tests, well purging), or major 
well maintenance 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

• Discharges of ground water from 
construction and project dewatering6 

NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 – 
Discharges from Utility Vaults and 
Underground Structures to Surface 
Waters 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

NPDES Permit No. CAG674001 – 
Discharges From Hydrostatic Test Water 
to Surface Waters in Coastal 
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties 

• Discharges of low threat hydrostatic 
test water7 

                                            
6
 Discharges of ground water from construction and project dewatering include treated or untreated wastewater from 
permanent or temporary construction dewatering operations; ground water pumped as an aid in the containment and/or 
cleanup of a contaminant plume; ground water extracted during short-term and long-term pumping/aquifer tests; ground 
water generated from well drilling, construction or development and purging of wells; equipment decontamination water; 
subterranean seepage dewatering; incidental collected storm water from basements; and other process and non-process 
wastewater discharges that meet the eligibility criteria and could not be covered under another specific general NPDES 
permit.  

7
 Low threat hydrostatic test water means discharges resulting from the hydrostatic testing or structural integrity testing of 
pipes, tanks, or any storage vessels using domestic water or from the repair and maintenance of pipes, tanks, or reservoirs. 
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Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 

NPDES Permit No. CAG914001 – 
Discharges of Treated Groundwater 
from Investigation and/or Cleanup of 
Volatile Organic Compounds 
Contaminated-Sites to Surface Waters 
in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles 
and Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of treated ground water 
from investigation and/or cleanup of 
volatile organic compound (VOC) 
contaminated sites 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994005 – 
Discharges of Ground Water from Water 
Supply Wells to Surface Waters in Los 
Angeles and Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of ground water from 
potable water supply wells8 

NPDES Permit No. CAG834001 – 
Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Treated Groundwater and Other 
Wastewaters from Investigation and/or 
Cleanup of Petroleum Fuel-
Contaminated Sites to Surface Waters in 
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and 
Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of treated ground water 
and other waste waters from 
investigation and/or cleanup of 
petroleum fuel contaminated sites 

 
This Order explicitly adds another category of authorized non-storm water discharge 
for discharges authorized by USEPA pursuant to sections 104(a) or 104(b) of the 
federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). These discharges typically consist of short-term, high volume discharges 
resulting from the development or redevelopment of groundwater extraction wells, or 
USEPA or State-required compliance testing of potable water treatment plants, as 
part of a USEPA authorized groundwater remediation action under CERCLA. These 
discharges through the MS4 are only authorized if: (i) the discharge will comply with 
water quality standards identified as applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (“ARARs”) under section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA; or (ii) the discharge is 
subject to either (a) a written waiver of ARARs by USEPA pursuant to section 
121(d)(4) of CERCLA or (b) a written determination by USEPA that compliance with 
ARARs is not practicable considering the exigencies of the situation, pursuant to 40 
CFR section 300.415(j). Additionally, a decision to authorize a discharge through the 
MS4 to surface waters will not be made by USEPA without first conducting a 
comprehensive evaluation of containment, treatment, reinjection, or re-use options 
for the water generated from the subject wells. If a decision to discharge through the 
MS4 is made, USEPA’s authorization of the discharge under CERCLA will require 
that the discharger shall: 
 

                                            
8
 Discharges covered by this permit include ground water from potable water supply wells generated during the following 
activities: ground water generated during well purging for data collection purposes; ground water extracted from major well 
rehabilitation and redevelopment activities; and ground water generated from well drilling, construction, and development. 
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(1) Implement BMPs to minimize the rate and duration of the discharge and remove 
excessive solids, and implement other on-site physical treatment where feasible.   

(2) Promote infiltration of discharged water in locations that will prevent or minimize 
degradation of groundwater quality.   

(3) Notify the affected MS4 Permittees, including the LACFCD and the MS4 
Permittee with land use authority over the discharge location, and the Regional 
Water Board at least one week prior to a planned discharge (unless USEPA 
determines in writing that exigent circumstances require a shorter notice period) 
and as soon as possible (but no later than 24 hours after the discharge has 
occurred) for unplanned discharges;  

(4) Monitor any pollutants of concern in the discharge9; and  

(5) Maintain records for all discharges greater than one acre-foot.10  

In addition to requiring NPDES permit coverage for applicable categories of non-
storm water discharges, this Order contains language that specifies certain 
conditions, including implementation of BMPs, for each category of conditionally 
exempt non-storm water discharge that must be met in order for the non-storm water 
discharge to be exempted from the non-storm water prohibition and thus allowed 
through the MS4. 
 
The California Recycled Water Policy, adopted by the State Water Board in 
Resolution No. 2009-0011, calls for an increase in the use of recycled water from 
municipal wastewater sources that meet the definition in California Water Code 
section 13050(n), in a manner that implements state and federal water quality laws. 
In support of the California Recycled Water Policy, a provision has been added 
requiring that alternative means of disposal or opportunities for capture, reclamation, 
and reuse must be evaluated prior to discharging any of the non-storm water 
discharge categories to the MS4. In addition, to ensure the protection of receiving 
water quality all non-storm water discharges must be segregated from potential 
sources of pollutants to prevent the introduction of pollutants to the discharge. 
 
In establishing provisions specific to different non-storm water discharge types, the 
Regional Water Board reviewed non-storm water discharge provisions and BMPS 
included in other area MS4 permits. MS4 permits reviewed included the Ventura 

                                            
9 Pollutants of concern include, at a minimum, trash and debris, including organic matter, TSS, any pollutant being 
addressed by the groundwater remediation action under CERCLA, and any pollutant for which there is a Water 
Quality Based Effluent Limitation in Part VI.E applicable to discharges from the MS4 to the receiving water. 

10 Records shall be maintained, as appropriate, on the: name of CERCLA authorized discharger, date and time of 
notification (for planned discharges), method of notification, location of discharge, discharge pathway, receiving 
water, date of discharge, time of the beginning and end of the discharge, duration of the discharge, flow rate or 
velocity, estimated total number of gallons discharged, type of pollutant removal equipment used, type of 
dechlorination equipment used if applicable, type of dechlorination chemicals used if applicable, concentration of 
residual chlorine if applicable, type(s) of sediment controls used, and field and laboratory monitoring data.  
Records shall be retained for three years, unless the Regional Water Board requests a longer record retention 
period and shall be made available upon request by the MS4 Permittee or the Regional Water Board. 
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County MS4 permit (R4-2009-0057), the Orange County MS4 permit (Order No. R9-
2009-0002), the Riverside County MS4 permit (R9-2010-0016), and the San Diego 
County MS4 permit (R9-2007-0001). Conditions established in this permit for each of 
the non-storm water discharge categories ensure the protection of receiving water 
quality and are considered common practices. 
 
Dischargers permitted under NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 are required to contact 
the appropriate Permittee(s) with jurisdiction over the MS4, including but not limited 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, within 24 hours, whenever there is 
a discharge of 50,000 gallons or more from utility vaults and underground structures 
to the MS4. This MS4 notification requirement for dischargers of uncontaminated 
pumped groundwater permitted under NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 has been 
added to this iteration of the permit to ensure that Permittees are aware of the 
requirement and can monitor the discharge to the MS4 as appropriate.  
 
The conditions for landscape irrigation have been split into potable and reclaimed 
landscape irrigation categories. As identified in the Orange County MS4 permit 
incidental runoff from landscape irrigation projects including over irrigation and 
overspray have the potential to contribute landscape derived pollutants such as 
bacteria, nutrients, and pesticides to receiving waters. In addition, the California 
Recycled Water Policy identifies the need for control of incidental runoff from 
landscape irrigation projects, particularly as it relates to recycled water use. The 
BMPs incorporated into the permit for potable landscape irrigation ensure that water 
is conserved, overspray and over irrigation causing incidental runoff is minimized, 
and exposure to landscape related pollutants is minimized.  
 
State Water Board Water Quality Order No. 2009-0006-DWQ, General Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Landscape Irrigation Uses of Municipal Recycled 
Water, is a general permit for producers and distributors of recycled water for 
landscape irrigation uses. As part of this general permit, the producers and 
distributors of recycled water for landscape irrigation are required to develop an 
Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) that includes an Operations Plan and 
an Irrigation Management Plan. Therefore, any reclaimed landscape irrigation 
discharges to the MS4 must comply with the relevant portion of the O&M Plan 
including the Irrigation Management Plan. By explicitly referencing the O&M 
requirement in this permit, it centralizes the requirements for reclaimed landscape 
irrigation and helps to ensure that procedures are in place for conserving water, 
minimizing incidental runoff, and minimizing exposure to landscape related 
pollutants. 
 
Non-storm water discharge provisions have been added for the dewatering of lakes 
to the MS4. The provisions for the dewatering of lakes including removing and 
legally disposing of all visible trash on the shoreline or on the surface of the lake and 
the cleaning of the MS4 inlet and outlet where the water will be discharged to the 
receiving water have been consistently incorporated into Regional Water Board 
authorizations to discharge non-storm water from lakes, reservoirs, and ponds. In 
addition provisions for volumetrically and velocity controlling discharges as well as 
taking measurements to stabilize lake bottom sediments are incorporated into the 
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provisions of this Order to ensure that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at 
an acceptable level. The permit provisions for the dewatering of lakes ensure the 
protection of receiving water quality.  
 
Basin plan requirements for residual chlorine have been explicitly included in the 
conditions for potable drinking water supply and distribution system releases, 
dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges, and dewatering of 
decorative fountains. Related to swimming pool discharges, discharges of cleaning 
wastewater and filter backwash are specifically mentioned as being allowed only if 
authorized under a separate NPDES permit. The Regional Water Board has a 
general permit for discharges of nonprocess wastewater to surface waters in coastal 
watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura counties (NPDES Permit No. CAG994003) 
that may address discharges of cleaning wastewater and filter backwash.  
 
Specific BMPs for discharges of swimming pools/spas and the dewatering of 
decorative fountains have been added to this Order including prohibiting the 
dewatering of swimming pools/spas or decorative fountains containing copper-based 
algaecides and requiring the implementation of controls to prevent introduction of 
pollutants prior to discharge. Swimming pool/spa discharges and decorative fountain 
water must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding time, aeration, and/or 
sodium thiosulfate and if necessary shall be pH adjusted to within the range of 6.5 
and 8.5. The MS4 inlet and outlet must be inspected and cleaned out immediately 
prior to discharge to protect receiving water quality. In addition provisions for 
volumetrically and velocity controlling discharges are incorporated into the provisions 
of this Order to ensure that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at an 
acceptable level.  
 
In addition to the specific inclusion of Basin Plan water quality objectives for residual 
chlorine, this Order allows discharges of potable drinking water supply and 
distribution system releases as long as specified BMPs are implemented. BMPs 
must be implemented to prevent introduction of pollutants to potable water releases 
prior to discharge to the receiving water. BMPs must be consistent with the 
American Water Works Association (California – Nevada Section) BMP Manual for 
Drinking Water System Releases and other applicable guidelines. Similar to 
discharges of swimming pools/spas and dewatering of decorative fountains, potable 
drinking water supply releases must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding 
time, aeration, and/or sodium thiosulfate and if necessary shall be pH adjusted to 
within the range of 6.5 and 8.5. The MS4 inlet and outlet must be inspected and 
cleaned out immediately prior to discharge to protect receiving water quality. BMPs 
such as sand bags or gravel bags, or other appropriate means shall be utilized to 
prevent sediment transport and all sediment shall be collected and disposed of in a 
legal and appropriate manner. In addition provisions for volumetrically and velocity 
controlling discharges are incorporated into the provisions of this Order to ensure 
that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at an acceptable level. 
 
The permit provisions for potable drinking water supply and distribution system 
releases, dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges, and 
dewatering of decorative fountains ensures the protection of receiving water quality. 
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The Regional Water Board evaluated and established a list of approved BMPs for 
various programs and activities through Regional Water Board Resolution 98-08 that 
serves as appropriate BMPs for inclusion in the Discharger and Permittees’ 
regulatory programs. Requirements for street/sidewalk wash water contained in 
Resolution 98-08 have also been explicitly incorporated into this Order. The 
inclusion of the requirements contained in Resolution 98-08 helps to ensure that 
Permittees are aware of the requirements and ensures the protection of receiving 
water quality.  
 
Specific BMPs for discharges from non-commercial car washing have been 
incorporated into this Order to prevent the introduction of pollutants prior to 
discharge. BMPs that must be implemented for the discharge of non-commercial 
vehicle wash water include minimizing the amount of water used by turning off 
nozzles or kinking the hose when not spraying a vehicle and by using a pressure 
washer; using biodegradable, phosphate free detergents and non-toxic cleaning 
products; where possible, washing vehicles on permeable surfaces where wash 
water can percolate into the ground; creating a temporary berm or block off the 
storm drains; using pumps or vacuums to direct water to pervious areas; and 
emptying buckets of soapy water or rinse water into the sanitary sewer system. 
These BMPs are common practice and ensure the protection of receiving water 
quality. 
 
The inclusion of conditions for flows related to non-emergency fire-fighting activities 
is new to this iteration of the permit. Conditions for discharges related to fire fighting 
activities have been incorporated into other MS4 permits including both Orange 
County and Riverside County. Flows resulting from emergency fire fighting activities 
necessary for the protection of life or property do not require implementation of 
specific BMPs. 
 
The specific BMPs for discharges associated with non-emergency fire fighting 
activities that have been incorporated into this Order have been incorporated into 
other California MS4 permits. Both the Riverside County and Orange County MS4 
permits require the development and implementation of a program to address 
pollutants from non-emergency fire fighting flows. Rather than develop a program to 
address non-emergency fire fighting flows, common BMPs used in association with 
non-emergency fire fighting discharges have been incorporated into this Order. 
Guidance on BMPs contained in this Order for non-emergency fire fighting activities 
is available in the Best Management Practices Plan for Urban Runoff Management 
for Participating Riverside County Fire Fighting Agencies.  
 
The inclusion of specific conditions for exempted non-storm water discharges in this 
Order centralizes the requirements for non-storm water discharges. Conditions 
established in this permit for each of the conditionally exempt non-storm water 
discharge categories are common practice and have been incorporated into other 
area MS4 permits. 
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6. Permittee Requirements for Non-Storm Water Discharges 

This Order includes specific requirements for Permittees related to more targeted 
screening of MS4 outfalls for non-storm water discharges, and monitoring and 
evaluation of significant non-storm water discharges. Permittees are required to 
develop and implement procedures to ensure that all conditions required for 
conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges are being implemented. These 
requirements also help to clarify the responsibilities of the Permittees versus the 
responsibilities of the non-MS4 Permittee dischargers to the MS4. The development 
and implementation of these procedures helps to ensure compliance with the non-
storm water discharge prohibition and ensure that the non-storm water discharges 
are not sources of pollutants.  

 
B. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 

Section 301(b)(1)(A) of the CWA and 40 CFR section 122.44(a) require that NPDES 
permits include technology based effluent limitations.11 In 1987, the CWA was amended 
to require that municipal storm water discharges “reduce the discharge of pollutants to 
the maximum extent practicable.” (CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii).)  The “maximum extent 
practicable” (MEP) standard is the applicable federal technology based standard that 
MS4 owners and operators must attain to comply with their NPDES permits.12 The 
corresponding regulatory provisions that further detail the MEP standard can be found 
in 40 CFR sections 122.26(d)(2)(iv) and 122.44(k)(2).  
 
Neither Congress nor the USEPA has specifically defined the term “maximum extent 
practicable.” Rather, the MEP standard is a flexible and evolving standard.  Congress 
established this flexible MEP standard so that administrative bodies would have “the 
tools to meet the fundamental goals of the Clean Water Act in the context of storm 
water pollution.”13  This standard was designed to allow permit writers flexibility to tailor 
permits to the site-specific nature of MS4s and to use a combination of pollution controls 
that may be different in different permits.14 The MEP standard is also expected to evolve 
in light of programmatic improvements, new source control initiatives, and technological 
advances that serve to improve the overall effectiveness of storm water management 
programs in reducing pollutant loading to receiving waters. This is consistent with 
USEPA’s interpretation of storm water management programs. As explained by USEPA 
in its 1990 rulemaking, “EPA anticipates that storm water management programs will 
evolve and mature over time” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 1990)). There is 
ample evidence of this evolution in storm water management. Two local examples 
include the development of full capture trash control devices in response to the Los 
Angeles Region Trash TMDLs, and the development of innovative media filters for use 

                                            
11

 A technology based effluent limitation is based on the capability of a model treatment method to reduce a pollutant to a 
certain concentration (NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual, Appendix A). Technology based requirements represent the minimum 
level of control that must be imposed in a permit issued under CWA § 402. 

12
 Note that the MEP standard only applies to storm water discharges from the MS4. Non-storm water discharges are subject 
to a different standard – specifically, non-storm water discharges through the MS4 must be effectively prohibited. 

13
 Building Industry Ass’n of San Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Board, 124 Cal. App. 4

th
 866, 884 (2004).       

14
 In re City of Irving, Texas, Municipal Storm Sewer System, (July 16, 2001), 10 E.A.D. 111 (E.P.A.), *6. 
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in outfalls at the Boeing Santa Susana Field Laboratory that have potential municipal 
applications.  
 
To provide clarification to the Regional Water Boards, the State Water Board’s Office of 
Chief Counsel issued a memorandum dated February 11, 1993 regarding the “Definition 
of ‘Maximum Extent Practicable’”. In the memorandum, the State Water Board 
interpreted the MEP standard to entail “a serious attempt to comply,” and that under the 
MEP standard, “practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.” The memorandum 
states, “[i]n selecting BMPs which will achieve MEP, it is important to remember that 
municipalities will be responsible to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to 
the maximum extent practicable. This means choosing effective BMPs, and rejecting 
applicable BMPs only where other effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the 
BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost would be prohibitive.” The 
memorandum further states that, “[a]fter selecting a menu of BMPs, it is of course the 
responsibility of the discharger to insure that all BMPs are implemented.” 
 
This Order includes programmatic requirements in six areas pursuant to 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv) as well as numeric design standards for storm water runoff from new 
development and redevelopment consistent with the federal MEP standard (see State 
Water Board Order WQ 2000-11, the “LA SUSMP Order”). This Order also includes 
protocols for periodically evaluating and modifying or adding control measures, 
consistent with the concept that MEP is an evolving and flexible standard. 
 
This Order also provides for the use of municipal action levels (“MALs”) derived from the 
National Stormwater Quality Database (NSQD), as a means of evaluating the overall 
effectiveness of a Permittee’s storm water management program in reducing pollutant 
loads from a particular drainage area and in order to assess compliance with the MEP 
standard. Finally, this Order includes BMP Performance Standards derived from the 
International BMP Database as a guide for BMP selection and design, and as a tool for 
evaluating the effectiveness of individual post-construction BMPs in reducing pollutant 
loads and assessing compliance with the MEP standard. USEPA recommends the use 
of numeric benchmarks for BMPs to estimate BMP effectiveness and as triggers for 
taking additional actions such as evaluating the effectiveness of individual BMPs, 
implementing and/or modifying BMPs, or providing additional measures to protect water 
quality.15 
 

C. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 

In addition to requiring that MS4 permits include technology based requirements 
consistent with the MEP standard, section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA authorizes the 
inclusion of “such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of [] pollutants.”16 This requirement gives USEPA or the State 

                                            
15

 See USEPA November 22, 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations 
(WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.” 

16
 The first and second iterations of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit relied solely upon requirements consistent with the 
MEP standard to work toward achieving water quality standards. Note that the MEP standard is distinct from a water quality 
based standard; each has a different basis. Therefore, while from a practical point of view, the goal of all MS4 permit 
conditions is to control pollutants in discharges to ultimately achieve certain water quality outcomes, water quality based 
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permitting authority discretion to determine what permit conditions are necessary to 
control pollutants. Generally, permit requirements designed to achieve water quality 
standards are referred to as water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs). A 
WQBEL is a restriction on the quantity or concentration of a pollutant that may be 
discharged from a point source into a receiving water that is necessary to achieve an 
applicable water quality standard in the receiving water.17 WQBELs may be expressed 
narratively or numerically.  

In its Phase I Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, USEPA elaborated on these 
requirements, stating that, “permits for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer 
systems must require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, and where necessary water quality-based controls” (see 55 Fed. 
Reg. 47990, 47994 (Nov. 16, 1990). In December 1999, USEPA reiterated in its Phase 
II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule that MS4 “permit conditions must provide for 
attainment of applicable water quality standards (including designated uses), allocations 
of pollutant loads established by a TMDL, and timing requirements for implementation of 
a TMDL.”18 The State Water Board has affirmed that MS4 permits must include 
requirements necessary to achieve compliance with the applicable technology based 
standard of MEP and to achieve water quality standards.19 

WQBELs are required for point source discharges that have the reasonable potential to 
cause or contribute to an excursion of water quality standards and technology based 
effluent limitations or standards are not sufficient to achieve water quality standards.20 

The State Water Board has previously concluded that sole reliance in MS4 permits on  
BMP based requirements is not sufficient to ensure attainment of water quality 
standards (see State Water Board Order 2001-015). The Regional Water Board concurs 
with this conclusion. This conclusion is amply supported by Regional Water Board and 
USEPA established TMDLs for impaired waters in the Los Angeles Region, indicating 
that MS4 discharges are a continuing source of pollutants to the impaired receiving 
waters notwithstanding the implementation of storm water management programs that 
have been driven by the MEP standard by Permittees for the last two decades. 

In this Order, WQBELs are included where the Regional Water Board has determined 
that discharges from the MS4 have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an 
excursion above water quality standards.21 Reasonable potential can be demonstrated 
in several ways, one of which is through the TMDL development process. Where a point 
source is assigned a WLA in a TMDL, the analysis conducted in the development of the 
TMDL provides the basis for the Regional Water Board’s determination that the 
discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of 

                                                                                                                                                       
standards are directly derived from this desired outcome, while the MEP standard is anticipated to be a way of working 
toward the desired outcome, but is not directly derived from it,  

17
 See 40 CFR § 122.2; NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual, Appendix A. A WQBEL is distinguished from a technology based 
effluent limitation (TBEL) in that the basis for the WQBEL is the applicable water quality standard for the receiving water, 
while the basis for the TBEL is generally the performance of the best available technology. 

18
 See, e.g., Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68737. 

19
 See, e.g., State Water Board Order WQ 2001-15. 

20
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1)(i); 122.44(d)(1)(iii) 

21
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1)(i)-(iii); 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) 
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water quality standards in the receiving water. This approach is affirmed in USEPA’s 
Permit Writer’s Manual, which states, “[w]here there is a pollutant with a WLA from a 
TMDL, a permit writer must develop WQBELs.” Therefore, WQBELs are included in this 
Order for all pollutants for which a WLA is assigned to MS4 discharges. 

Federal regulations further require that, “when developing water quality-based effluent 
limits…the permitting authority shall ensure that effluent limits … are consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocation for the 
discharge…” (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)).  

The Regional Water Board interprets this to mean that the final WQBEL must be 
expressed in similar terms as the underlying WLA; for example, where a TMDL includes 
WLAs for MS4 discharges that provide numeric pollutant load objectives, the WLA 
should be translated into numeric WQBELs in the permit, and at a level to achieve the 
same expected water quality outcome. USEPA also recommends the use of numeric 
WQBELs to meet water quality standards where MS4 discharges have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to a water quality standard excursion. Numeric WQBELs 
will help clarify MS4 permit requirements and improve accountability in this permit term. 

While BMPs22 are central to MS4 permits, permit requirements may only rely upon BMP 
based limitations in lieu of water quality based effluent limitations if: (1) the BMPs are 
adequate to achieve water quality standards, and (2) numeric effluent limitations are 
infeasible.23 As discussed earlier, the State and Regional Water Boards have concluded 
that sole reliance on MEP based permit requirements is not sufficient to ensure the 
achievement of water quality standards. Further, there is insufficient data and 
information available at this time on the prospective implementation of BMPs throughout 
Los Angeles County to provide the Regional Water Board reasonable assurance that 
the BMPs would be sufficient to achieve the WQBELs.24 

Regarding the feasibility of numeric effluent limitations, the Regional Water Board 
concludes that numeric WQBELs are feasible. While a lack of data may have hampered 
the development of numeric effluent limitations for MS4 discharges in earlier permit 
cycles, in the last decade, 33 TMDLs have been developed for water bodies in Los 
Angeles County in which WLAs are assigned to MS4 discharges. In each case, part of 
the development process entailed analyzing pollutant sources and allocating loads 
using empirical relationships or modeling approaches. As a result, it is possible to use 
these numeric WLAs to derive numeric WQBELs for MS4 discharges. USEPA has also 
acknowledged that its expectations regarding the application of numeric WQBELs to 

                                            
22

 Note that best management practices and effluent limitations are two different types of permit requirements (see 40 CFR §§ 
122.2; 122.44(k), which distinguish the two terms and describe their relationship to each other).  

23
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1); 122.44(k)(3); see also State Water Board Order 91-03; Memorandum from Elizabeth Miller 
Jennings, Office of Chief Counsel to Bruce Fujimoto, Division of Water Quality, “Municipal Storm Water Permits: Compliance 
with Water Quality Objectives,” October 3, 1995. 

24
 USEPA states in its 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for 
Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs” that, “[w]hen a non-numeric water quality-
based effluent limit is imposed, the permit’s administrative record, including the fact sheet when one is required, needs to 
support that the BMPs are expected to be sufficient to implement the WLA in the TMDL,” citing 40 CFR §§ 124.8, 124.9, and 
124.18. See also USEPA’s 2010 memorandum revising the 2002 memorandum. 

RB-AR3838



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-34 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

municipal storm water discharges have changed as the storm water permit program has 
continued to mature over the last decade.25  

The inclusion of numeric WQBELs is also consistent with the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeal’s ruling in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (191 F.3d 1159, 1166 (1999)) that 
the permitting authority has discretion regarding the nature and timing of requirements 
that it includes as MS4 permit conditions to attain water quality standards, and that 
these requirements may include numeric effluent limitations.  

Further, given the variability in implementation of storm water management programs 
across Permittees, numeric WQBELs create an objective, equitable and accountable 
means of controlling MS4 discharges, while providing the flexibility for Permittees to 
comply with the WQBELs in any lawful manner. 

D. Final Effluent Limitations 

Final WQBELs are included in this Order based on the final WLAs assigned to 
discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 in all available TMDLs.  

MS4 permits can include compliance schedules for achieving final WQBELs derived 
from TMDL WLAs, so long as the compliance schedule is consistent with a TMDL 
implementation plan adopted by the Regional Water Board and approved through the 
State’s basin plan amendment process. If a compliance schedule exceeds one year, it 
must include interim requirements pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.47.  

Section 402(o) of the CWA and 40 CFR section 122.44(l) require that effluent limitations 
or conditions in reissued orders be at least as stringent as those in the existing order. 
This Order carries over the final receiving water limitations and WQBELs that were 
included to implement the Marina del Rey Harbor Back Basins and Mothers’ Beach 
Bacteria TMDL and the Los Angeles River Trash TMDL, respectively, in the 2007 and 
2009 amendments to Order No. 01-182. 

E. Interim Effluent Limitations 

Where there is a TMDL implementation plan adopted by the Regional Water Board and 
approved through the State’s basin plan amendment process, interim WQBELs are 
included in this Order based on interim WLAs established for MS4 discharges. 
 

                                            
25

 See USEPA 2010 memorandum, “Revisions to the November 22, 2002 Memorandum ‘Establishing Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those 
WLAs’” in which USEPA states, “where the NPDES permitting authority determines that MS4 discharges…have the 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to water quality standards excursions, permit for MS4s…should contain numeric 
effluent limitations where feasible to do so.” USEPA further states, “[w]here the TMDL includes WLAs for stormwater sources 
that provide numeric pollutant load…objectives, the WLA should, where feasible, be translated into numeric WQBELs in the 
applicable stormwater permits.” 
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V. RATIONALE FOR RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS 

A. Receiving Water Limitations 

Receiving water limitations are included in all NPDES permits issued pursuant to CWA 
section 402. USEPA reiterated in its Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, that 
MS4 “permit conditions must provide for attainment of applicable water quality 
standards (including designated uses), allocations of pollutant loads established by a 
TMDL, and timing requirements for implementation of a TMDL.”26  USEPA Region IX 
has also affirmed the agency’s position that MS4 discharges must meet water quality 
standards in a series of comment letters on MS4 permits issued by various California 
regional water boards.27 Both the State Water Board and Regional Water Board have 
previously concluded that discharges from the MS4 contain pollutants that have the 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursion above water quality standards.  

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals explained that, “[w]ater quality standards are used as 
a supplementary basis for effluent limitations [guidelines] so that numerous dischargers, 
despite their individual compliance with technology based effluent limitations, can be 
regulated to prevent water quality from falling below acceptable levels” (NRDC v. 
County of Los Angeles, 673 F.3d 880, 886). Receiving water limitations are included in 
this Order to ensure that individual and collective discharges from the MS4 do not cause 
or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards necessary to protect the 
beneficial uses of the receiving waters. 

The receiving water limitations in this Order consist of all applicable numeric or narrative 
water quality objectives or criteria, or limitations to implement the applicable water 
quality objectives or criteria, for receiving waters as contained in Chapters 3 and 7 of 
the Basin Plan, water quality control plans or policies adopted by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, including Resolution No. 68-16, or federal regulations, 
including but not limited to, 40 CFR sections 131.12 and 131.38.  The water quality 
objectives in the Basin Plan have been approved by USEPA and combined with the 
designated beneficial uses constitute the water quality standards required under federal 
law. 

This Order includes three main provisions related to receiving water limitations. First, 
consistent with CWA section 402(p)(B)(3)(iii) and 40 CFR section 122.44(d)(1), it 
includes a provision stating that discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of receiving water limitations are prohibited. This is also in accord with the 
State Water Board’s finding in Order WQ 98-01 (“The [State Water Board] agrees that 
the NPDES permit must prohibit discharges that “cause” or “contribute” to violations of 
water quality standards.”). Second, it includes a provision stating that discharges from 
the MS4 of stormwater or non-stormwater, for which a Permittee is responsible, shall 
not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.28   

                                            
26

 See, e.g., Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68737. 
27

 See, e.g., letter from Alexis Strauss, Acting Director, Water Division, USEPA Region IX, to Walt Pettit, Executive Director, 
State Water Board, re: SWRCB/OCC File A-1041 for Orange County, dated January 21, 1998. 

28
 Wat. Code, § 13377 (“the state board or the regional boards shall . . . issue waste discharge requirements and dredged or 
fill material permits which apply and ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of the [CWA], thereto, together with any 
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Third, it includes a provision that states that Permittees shall achieve these two 
prohibitions “through timely implementation of control measures and other actions to 
reduce pollutants in the discharges in accordance with the storm water management 
program and its components and other requirements of this Order including any 
modifications.” This third provision elucidates the process by which Permittees are 
expected to achieve the first two provisions and then outlines the so-called “iterative 
process” whereby certain actions are required when exceedances of receiving water 
limitations occur and discharges from the MS4 are implicated. This iterative process 
includes submitting a Receiving Water Limitations Compliance Report; revising the 
storm water management program and its components to include additional BMPs, an 
implementation schedule and additional monitoring to address the exceedances; and 
implementing the revised storm water management program. The inclusion of this 
protocol for estimating BMP effectiveness and taking additional actions such as 
implementing additional BMPs and/or modifying BMPs to improve their effectiveness 
when monitoring demonstrates that they are necessary to protect water quality is 
consistent with USEPA’s expectations for MS4 permits.29 

The State and Regional Water Boards have stated that each of the three provisions are 
independently applicable, meaning that compliance with one provision does not provide 
a “safe harbor” where there is non-compliance with another provision (i.e., compliance 
with the third provision does not shield a Permittee who may have violated the first or 
second provision from an enforcement action). Rather, the third provision is intended to 
ensure that the necessary storm water management programs and controls are in 
place, and that they are modified by Permittees in a timely fashion when necessary, so 
that the first two provisions are achieved as soon as possible. USEPA expressed the 
importance of this independent applicability in a series of comment letters on MS4 
permits proposed by various regional water boards. At that time, USEPA expressly 
objected to certain MS4 permits that included language stating, “permittees will not be in 
violation of this [receiving water limitation] provision …” (if certain steps are taken to 
evaluate and improve the effectiveness of the Drainage Area Management Plan 
(DAMP)), concluding that this phrase would not comply with the CWA.30 

The receiving water limitations provisions in this Order are the same as those included 
in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 Permit provisions, and are based on 
precedential State Water Board Orders WQ 98-01 and WQ 99-05.  

The Receiving Water Limitations provisions of Order No. 01-182 have been litigated 
twice, and in both cases the courts have upheld the language and the State and 
Regional Water Board’s interpretation of it. Both courts ruled that the first two provisions 
are independently applicable from the third provision that establishes the “iterative 
process” requirements and no “safe harbor” exists.  

                                                                                                                                                       
more stringent effluent standards or limitations necessary to implement waste quality control  plans, or for the protection of 
beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance”). 

29
 See, e.g., USEPA 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for 
Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.” 

30
 See note 20. 
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The provisions were first litigated in 2005 where the Los Angeles County Superior Court 
stated, “In sum, the Regional [Water] Board acted within its authority when it included 
Parts 2.1 and 2.2 in the Permit without a ‘safe harbor,’ whether or not compliance 
therewith requires efforts that exceed the ‘MEP’ standard.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm 
Water Permit Litig., No. BS 080548, at 4-5, 7 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005).).  

The provisions were again litigated in 2011. In that case, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeal in NRDC v. County of Los Angeles (673 F.3d 880, 886) affirmed that the 
iterative process (in Part 2.3 of the 2001 Order) does not “forgive” violations of the 
discharge prohibitions (in Parts 2.1 and 2.2 of the 2001 Order). The court acknowledged 
that Part 2.3 clarifies that Parts 2 and 3 interact, but the court concluded that Part 2.3 
“offers no textual support for the proposition that compliance with certain provisions 
shall forgive non-compliance with the discharge prohibitions.” The Ninth Circuit further 
concluded that, “[a]s opposed to absolving noncompliance or exclusively adopting the 
MEP standard, the iterative process ensures that if water quality standards ‘persist,’ 
despite prior abatement efforts, a process will commence whereby a responsible 
Permittee amends its SQMP. Given that Part 3 of the [2001] Permit states that SQMP 
implementation is the ‘minimum’ required of each Permittee, the discharge prohibitions 
serve as additional requirements that operate as enforceable water-quality-based 
performance standards required by the Regional Board.” 

This Order includes requirements in Part VI.E of this Order to implement WLAs 
assigned to MS4 discharges from 33 TMDLs. Those TMDLs adopted through the 
State’s basin planning process include programs of implementation pursuant to 
California Water Code section 13242, including implementation schedules, for attaining 
water quality standards. The TMDL provisions in Part VI.E and attachments include 
compliance schedules for TMDLs adopted by the Regional Water Board consistent with 
the TMDL implementation schedule to achieve the final receiving water limitations. The 
Regional Water Board recognizes that, in the case of impaired waters subject to a 
TMDL, the permit’s receiving water limitations for the pollutants addressed by the TMDL 
may be exceeded during the period of TMDL implementation. Therefore, this Order 
provides, in Part VI.E.2.c, that an MS4 Permittee shall not be considered in violation of 
a receiving water limitation in Part V.A. of this Order for the particular pollutant 
addressed by the TMDL, if the Permittee is in full compliance with the applicable TMDL 
requirements pursuant to the compliance schedules in this Order. 

For water body-pollutant combinations not addressed by a TMDL, the Regional Water 
Board will work with the MS4 Permittees through the process outlined in Part V.A.3 in 
this Order or the prioritization and adaptive management processes in Permittees’ 
watershed management programs (which mirror the iterative process in Part V.A.3), so 
that additional controls are implemented in an expeditious manner to address 
exceedances of receiving water limitations that are caused or contributed to by 
discharges from the MS4. Generally, to comply with Part V.A.3, the Regional Water 
Board expects that MS4 Permittees will address isolated exceedances of receiving 
water limitations through the screening of MS4 outfalls for significant non-storm water 
discharges and subsequent source identification (including monitoring and comparison 
to non-storm water action levels, where appropriate) and elimination actions and 
through its illicit connection/illicit discharges elimination program. For persistent 
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exceedances of receiving water limitations, the Regional Water Board expects that MS4 
Permittees will comply with Part V.A.3 by first undertaking a detailed source 
assessment in the contributing drainage area as part of its watershed management 
program (as required by Part VI.C.3.a.iii of this Order), and identifying and implementing 
additional BMPs and other control measures (as required by Parts VI.C.3.b and VI.C.4 
of this Order). The detailed source assessment and identification of BMPs and control 
measures may also be conducted during the adaptive management process of the 
watershed management program in response to exceedances of receiving water 
limitations that occur between the initial development of the watershed management 
program and the first evaluation of program effectiveness.     

VI. RATIONALE FOR PROVISIONS 

A. Standard Provisions 

Standard Provisions, which apply to all NPDES permits in accordance with 40 CFR 
section 122.41, and additional conditions applicable to specified categories of permits in 
accordance with 40 CFR section 122.42, are provided in Attachment D.  Dischargers 
must comply with all standard provisions and with those additional conditions that are 
applicable under 40 CFR section 122.42. 

B. Watershed Management Programs 

The purpose of the Watershed Management Programs is to provide a framework for 
Permittees to implement the requirements of this Order in an integrated and 
collaborative fashion to address water quality priorities on a watershed scale. This 
watershed management paradigm is consistent with federal regulations that support the 
development of permit conditions, as well as the implementation of storm water 
management programs, at a watershed scale (40 CFR §§ 122.26(a)(3)(ii), 
122.26(a)(3)(v), and 122.26(d)(2)(iv)). USEPA later issued a Watershed-Based NPDES 
Permitting Policy Statement (USEPA, 2003) that defines watershed-based permitting as 
an approach that produces NPDES permits that are issued to point sources on a 
geographic or watershed basis. In this policy statement, USEPA explains that, “[t]he 
utility of this tool relies heavily on a detailed, integrated, and inclusive watershed 
planning process.” USEPA identifies a number of important benefits of watershed 
permitting, including more environmentally effective results; the ability to emphasize 
measuring the effectiveness of targeted actions on improvements in water quality; 
reduced cost of improving the quality of the nation’s waters; and more effective 
implementation of watershed plans, including TMDLs, among others. 
 
There are several reasons for this shift in emphasis from Order No. 01-182. A 
watershed based structure for permit implementation is consistent with TMDLs 
developed by the Los Angeles Water Board and USEPA, which are established at a 
watershed or subwatershed scale and are a prominent new part of this Order. Many of 
the Permittees regulated by this Order have already begun collaborating on a 
watershed scale to develop monitoring and implementation plans required by TMDLs. 
Additionally, a watershed based structure comports with the recent amendment to the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control Act (Assembly Bill 2554 in 2010), which allows the 
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LACFCD to assess a parcel tax for storm water and clean water programs. Funding is 
subject to voter approval in accordance with Proposition 218. Fifty percent of funding is 
allocated to nine “watershed authority groups” to implement collaborative water quality 
improvement plans. 

 
An emphasis on watersheds is appropriate at this stage in the region’s MS4 program to 
shift the focus of the Permittees from rote program development and implementation to 
more targeted, water quality driven planning and implementation. Addressing MS4 
discharges on a watershed scale focuses on water quality results by emphasizing the 
receiving waters within the watershed. The conditions of the receiving waters drive 
management actions, which in turn focus on the measures to address pollutant 
contributions from MS4 discharges.    
 
The ultimate goal of the Watershed Management Programs is to ensure that discharges 
from the Los Angeles County MS4: (i) achieve applicable WQBELs that implement 
TMDLs, (ii) do not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations, 
and (iii) for non-storm water discharges from the MS4, are not a source of pollutants to 
receiving waters.  
 
After more than 20 years of program implementation, it is critical that the Permittees 
design and implement their programs based on their improved knowledge of storm 
water and its impacts on local receiving waters and by employing BMPs and other 
control measures that have been developed and refined over the past two decades. The 
Watershed Management Programs are driven by strategic planning and 
implementation, which will ultimately result in more cost effective implementation. The 
Watershed Management Programs will provide permittees with the flexibility to prioritize 
and customize control measures to address the water quality issues specific to the 
watershed management area (WMA), consistent with federal regulations (40 CFR § 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)).  
 
Focusing on watershed implementation does not mean that the Permittees must expend 
funds outside of their jurisdictions. Rather, the Permittees within each watershed are 
expected to collaborate to develop a watershed strategy to address the high priority 
water quality problems within each watershed. They have the option of implementing 
the strategy in the manner they find to be most effective. Each Permittee can implement 
the strategy individually within its jurisdiction, or the Permittees can group together to 
implement the strategy throughout the watershed.   
 
While this Order includes a new emphasis on addressing MS4 discharges on a 
watershed basis, this Order includes recognition of the importance of continued 
program implementation on jurisdictional levels.  This Order also acknowledges that 
jurisdictional and watershed efforts may be integrated to achieve water quality 
outcomes.   
 
In this Order, the watershed requirements serve as the mechanism for this program 
integration.  Since jurisdictional activities also serve watershed purposes, such activities 
can be integrated into the Permittees’ watershed management programs. Such 
opportunities for program integration inherently provide flexibility to the Permittees in 
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implementing their programs.  Program integration can be expanded or minimized as 
the Permittees see fit.  Some Permittees may opt to continue jurisdiction-specific 
implementation for certain programs, while for other program areas more collaborative 
watershed scale implementation may be more effective. Permittees identify individual 
roles and responsibilities as part of the Watershed Management Program Plan.  
 
Permittees can customize the BMPs to be implemented, or required to be implemented, 
for development, construction, and existing development areas.  Flexibility to determine 
which industrial or commercial sites are to be inspected is also provided to the 
Permittees.  Educational approaches are also to be determined by the Permittees under 
this Order.  Significant leeway is also provided to the Permittees in using methods to 
assess the effectiveness of their various runoff management programs.  This flexibility is 
further extended to the monitoring program requirements, which allow the Permittees to 
develop monitoring approaches to several aspects of the monitoring program. 
 
The challenge in drafting this Order is to provide the flexibility described above, while 
ensuring that this Order provides baseline requirements and is still enforceable.  To 
achieve this, this Order frequently prescribes baseline or default requirements, such as 
for each of the six “minimum control measures” within a Permittee’s baseline storm 
water management program, while providing the Permittees with flexibility to propose 
customized actions as part of their watershed management program.   
 
Permittees that elect to develop a Watershed Management Program must submit a 
“Notice of Intent” to the Regional Water Board no later than six months after the 
effective date of this Order. The Notice of Intent must be signed by all Permittees 
electing to participate in the Watershed Management Program for the Watershed 
Management Area. Permittees that do not elect to develop a Watershed Management 
Program are subject to the baseline storm water management program requirements in 
this Order and must demonstrate compliance with applicable WQBELs through 
monitoring data collected from the Permittee’s outfall(s).  
 
Permittees electing to develop a Watershed Management Program must submit a draft 
plan for approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer no later than one year 
after the effective date of this Order.  
 
Each Watershed Management Program must:  
 
1. Prioritize water quality issues resulting from storm water and non-storm water 

discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to receiving waters within each Watershed 
Management Area,  

2. Identify and implement strategies, control measures, and BMPs to achieve 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations, 
consistent with applicable compliance schedules in this Order, 

3. Execute a monitoring and assessment program to determine progress towards 
achieving applicable limitations, and 

4. Revise strategies, control measures, and BMPs as necessary to maintain progress 
towards achieving applicable limitations. 
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Watershed Management Programs must be developed using the Regional Water 
Board’s Watershed Management Areas (see Attachments B and C of this Order). 
Where appropriate, Watershed Management Areas may be separated into 
subwatersheds to focus water quality prioritization and implementation efforts by 
receiving water, or to align Permittee groups with “watershed authority groups” 
designated in the Los Angeles County Flood Control Act, so long as the Permittees 
implement all TMDL provisions for which they are identified as a responsible Permittee.   
 
Permittees must identify the water quality priorities within each Watershed Management 
Area that will be addressed by the Watershed Management Program consistent with 40 
CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv). At a minimum, these priorities must include achieving 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
established pursuant to TMDLs and included in this Order. 
 
Each plan must include an evaluation of existing water quality conditions, including 
characterization of storm water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 and 
receiving water quality, consistent with 40 CFR §§ 122.26(d)(1)(iv) and 122.26(d)(2)(iii), 
to support identification and prioritization/sequencing of management actions. 
 
On the basis of the evaluation of existing water quality conditions, water body-pollutant 
combinations must be classified into one of the following three categories: 
 
• Category 1 (Highest Priority):  Water body-pollutant combinations for which water 

quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations are included in 
this Order to implement TMDLs. 

• Category 2 (High Priority):  Pollutants for which data indicate water quality 
impairment in the receiving water according to the State’s Listing Policy.  

• Category 3 (Medium Priority):  Pollutants for which there are insufficient data to 
indicate water quality impairment in the receiving water according to the State’s 
Listing Policy, but which exceed applicable water quality standards.  

 
Utilizing existing information, potential sources within the watershed for the pollutants in 
Categories 1 and 2 must be identified, consistent with 40 CFR sections 122.26(d)(1)(iii) 
and 122.26(d)(2)(ii). Permittees must identify known and suspected storm water and 
non-storm water pollutant sources in discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to 
receiving waters and any other stressors related to MS4 discharges causing or 
contributing to the highest water quality priorities (Categories 1 and 2). 
 
Based on the findings of the source assessment, the issues within each watershed must 
be prioritized and sequenced. Factors that must be considered in establishing 
watershed priorities include: 
 
1. Pollutants for which there are water quality based effluent limitations and/or 

receiving water limitations with interim or final compliance deadlines within the 
permit term.  
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2. Pollutants for which there are water quality based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations with interim or final compliance deadlines between 
October 26, 2012 and October 25, 2017.  

3. Pollutants for which data indicate impairment in the receiving water and the findings 
from the source assessment implicates discharges from the MS4, but no TMDL has 
been developed. 

 
Permittees must identify strategies, control measures, and BMPs to implement through 
their jurisdictional storm water management programs, or collectively on a watershed 
scale, with the goal of creating an efficient program to focus individual and collective 
resources on watershed priorities.   

 
The following provisions of this Order may be part of the Watershed Control Measures 
within a Watershed Management Program:  
 
1. Minimum Control Measures. Permittees may assess the minimum control measures 

(MCMs) as defined in this Order to identify opportunities for focusing resources on 
the high priority issues in each watershed.  For each of the following minimum 
control measures, Permittees may propose modifications that will achieve equivalent 
pollutant control given watershed priorities: 

 
a. Development Construction Program 
b. Industrial/Commercial Program   
c. Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Program 
d. Public Agency Activities Program   
e. Public Information and Participation Program  

 
2. Non-Storm Water Discharge Measures.  Where Permittees identify non-storm water 

discharges from the MS4 as a source of pollutants in the source assessment, the 
Watershed Control Measures must include strategies, control measures, and/or 
BMPs that will be implemented to effectively eliminate the source of pollutants. 
These may include measures to prohibit the non-storm water discharge to the MS4, 
additional BMPs to reduce pollutants in the non-storm water discharge or conveyed 
by the non-storm water discharge, or strategies to require the non-storm water 
discharge to be separately regulated under a general NPDES permit. 

 
3. TMDL Control Measures.  Permittees must compile control measures that have 

been identified in TMDLs and corresponding implementation plans.  If not sufficiently 
identified in previous documents, or if implementation plans have not yet been 
developed (e.g., EPA promulgated TMDLs), the Permittees must evaluate and 
identify control measures to achieve water quality based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations established in this Order pursuant to these TMDLs.   
 
a. TMDL control measures must include, where necessary, control measures to 

address both storm water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4.  
b. TMDL control measures may include activities covered under the MCMs as well 

as BMPs and other control measures covered under the non-stormwater 
discharge provisions of this Order.   
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c. TMDL control measures must include, at a minimum, those actions that will be 
implemented during the permit term to achieve interim and/or final water quality 
based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with compliance 
deadlines within the permit term. 

 
As part of the Watershed Management Program plan, Permittees must conduct a 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each TMDL that consists of an assessment 
(through quantitative analysis or modeling) to demonstrate that the activities and 
control measures identified in the Watershed Control Measures will achieve 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
with compliance deadlines during the permit term.  
 
Permittees must incorporate and, where necessary develop, numeric milestones and 
compliance schedules into the plan consistent with 40 CFR section 122.47(a).  
Numeric milestones and schedules shall be used to measure progress towards 
addressing the highest water quality priorities and achieving applicable water quality 
based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations.  Where the TMDL 
Provisions do not include interim or final water quality based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations with compliance deadlines during the permit term, 
Permittees must identify interim numeric milestones and compliance schedules to 
ensure significant progress toward achieving interim and final water quality based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with deadlines beyond the 
permit term (40 CFR § 122.47(a)(3)).   
 
Schedules must be developed for both the strategies, control measures and BMPs 
to be implemented by each individual Permittee within its jurisdiction and for those 
that will be implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale. Schedules 
must be adequate for measuring progress at least twice during the permit term.  
Schedules must incorporate the following:  

 
1. Compliance deadlines occurring within the permit term for all applicable interim 

and/or final water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
to implement TMDLs, 
 

2. Interim deadlines and numeric milestones within the permit term for any applicable 
final water quality based effluent limitation and/or receiving water limitation to 
implement TMDLs, where deadlines within the permit term are not otherwise 
specified, 
 

3. For watershed priorities not related to implementing TMDL provisions: 
 

a. Numeric milestones based on measureable criteria or indicators, to be achieved 
in the receiving waters and/or MS4 discharges, 

b. A schedule with interim and final dates for achieving the numeric milestones as 
soon as possible, and 

c. Final dates for achieving the receiving water limitations within the permit term. 
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Each Permittee must implement the Watershed Management Program immediately 
after determination by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer that the Watershed 
Management Program meets the requirements of this Order. 
 
Clean Water Act section 402(a)(2) requires the permitting authority to prescribe 
conditions for MS4 permits to assure compliance, including conditions on data and 
information collection, reporting, and such other requirements as appropriate. 
Consistent with this requirement, Permittees in each Watershed Management Area 
must develop an integrated program to assess the progress toward achieving the water 
quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations per the compliance 
schedules, and the progress toward addressing the highest water quality priorities for 
each Watershed Management Area.  The integrated watershed monitoring and 
assessment program must include the monitoring and assessment requirements of the 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) (Attachment E of this Order). 
 
Permittees in each Watershed Management Area must implement the iterative process, 
at least twice during the permit term, adapting the Watershed Management Program to 
become more effective, based on, but not limited to the following: 
 
1. Progress toward achieving the outcome of improved water quality in MS4 discharges 

and receiving waters through implementation of the watershed control measures; 
 

2. Progress toward achieving interim and/or final water quality based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations, or other numeric milestones where specified, 
according to established compliance schedules; 
 

3. Re-evaluation of the highest water quality priorities identified for the Watershed 
Management Area based on more recent water quality data for discharges from the 
MS4 and the receiving water(s) and a reassessment of sources of pollutants in MS4 
discharges; 
 

4. Availability of new information and data from sources other than the Permittees’ 
monitoring program(s) within the Watershed Management Area that informs the 
effectiveness of the actions implemented by the Permittees; 
 

5. Regional Water Board recommendations; and 
 

6. Recommendations for modifications to the Watershed Management Program 
solicited through a public participation process, consistent with 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv).  

 
Based on the results of the iterative process, Permittees are required to report any 
modifications necessary to improve the effectiveness of the Watershed Management 
Program in the Annual Report, and as part of the Report of Waste Discharge 
(ROWD). Permittees must implement any modifications to the Watershed 
Management Program upon acceptance by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer. 
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C. Storm Water Management Program Minimum Control Measures (MCMs) 

1. General Requirements 

a. Basis for MCMs.  40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) establishes required elements 
of the Permittees’ storm water management program. The previous permit, Order 
No. 01-182, included six categories of minimum control measures that are 
considered to be baseline or default requirements for meeting the requirements 
of 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv). These requirements were determined 
appropriate within Order No. 01-182 and again appropriate for this Order. The 
minimum control measures require Permittees to implement BMPs that are 
considered necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water to the MEP and to 
effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges. In lieu of implementing the 
MCMs as described in Part VI of this Order, this Order allows for Permittees to 
develop alternative BMPs to comply with 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv), when 
implemented through a Watershed Management Program approved by the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board. 

b. Timelines for Implementation 

The timelines for implementation of most MCMs contained in Part VI.D of this 
Order is provided in Table F-5 below. Where implementation dates for minimum 
control measures are not provided in the Table, Part VI.D.1.b requires 
implementation within 30 days of the effective date this Order. All obligations 
continue the implementation of existing MS4 program requirements. The Table 
below denotes the timeframe for requirements as well as the basis of those 
timeframes. The majority of the timeframes are consistent with Order No. 01-182 
as well as other area permits including the Ventura County MS4 Permit and the 
State Water Board’s Construction General NPDES Permit. The timeframe for 
notifications, submittals, and attaining compliance with permit requirements are 
determined to be the earliest practicable periods and ensure timely measures for 
protection of water quality.  

Table F-5. Timeline for the Implementation of Permit Requirements 
Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

Discharge Prohibitions 

III.A.2.a.ii Potable water suppliers must notify 
MS4 Permittee if intend to 
discharge to the Permittee’s MS4. 

At least 72 hours prior to 
a planned discharge and 
as soon as possible after 
an unplanned discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

III.A.4.e If the Permittee determines that any 
of the authorized or conditionally 
exempt essential non-storm water 
discharges identified in Parts 
III.A.1.a through III.A.1.c, III.A.2.a or 
III.A.3 is a source of pollutants, 
notify the Regional Water Board if 
the non-storm water discharge has 
coverage under a separate NPDES 
permit or subject to a Record of 
Decision (ROD) approved under 

Within 30 days of 
determination. 

The language in the 
previous LA MS4 permit, 
Order No. 01-182, states 
“promptly.” The 
specification of a 30 day 
deadline is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality. 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

section 121 of CERCLA, or a 
conditionally exempt essential non-
storm water discharge or 
emergency non-storm water 
discharge. 

Table III.A Dewatering of Lakes – Ensure 
procedures for advanced 
notification by the lake 
owner/operator to the Permittee(s). 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

Table III.A Dechlorinated/debrominated 
swimming pool/spa discharges – 
Ensure procedures for advanced 
notification by the pool owner to the 
Permittee(s) prior to planned 
discharges of one acre-foot or 
more. 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

Table III.A Dewatering of decorative fountains 
– Ensure procedures for advanced 
notification by the fountain owner to 
the Permittee(s) prior to planned 
discharges of one acre-foot or 
more. 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

Receiving Water Limitations 

V.A.3.a Upon determination by either the 
Permittee or the Regional Water 
Board that discharges from the MS4 
are causing or contributing to an 
exceedance of an applicable 
Receiving Water Limitation, the 
Permittee shall notify the Regional 
Water Board within 30 days of 
analytical results and thereafter 
submit an Integrated Monitoring 
Compliance Report within the next 
Annual Report. 

Within 30 days of receipt 
of analytical results from 
the sampling event. 

The language in the 
current LA MS4 permit 
reads “promptly.” The 
specification of a 30 day 
deadline is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality.  

V.A.3.b Submit any modifications to the 
Integrated Monitoring  Compliance 
Report required by the Regional 
Water Board 

Within 30 days 
notification from the 
Regional Water Board. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 

V.A.3.c Permittee shall revise its control 
measures and monitoring program 
to incorporate the improved 
modified BMPs that will be 
implemented, an implementation 
schedule, and any additional 
monitoring required. 

Within 30 days following 
Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer’s 
approval of the Integrated 
Monitoring Report. 

Allows for adequate time 
to make modifications. 

Provisions 

VI.A.2.j Discharger shall file with the 
Regional Water Board a report of 
waste discharge before making any 
material change or proposed 
change in the character, location, or 
volume of the discharge. 

At least 120 days prior to 
any change. 

Standard language. 

Special Provisions: Watershed Management Programs 

VI.C.2.b Permittees that elect to develop a 
Watershed Management Program 

No later than 6 months 
after the date this Order 

This provides a reasonable 
amount of time to 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

must notify the Regional Water 
Board. 

is adopted. determine participation in a 
WMP, but also ensure 
adequate time for 
implementation of 
watershed scale control 
measures during the term 
of this Order. 

VI.C.2.c Permittees that elect to develop a 
Watershed Management Program 
shall submit a draft plan to the 
Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted. 

This provides a reasonable 
amount of time to 
complete the plan but also 
ensure effective monitoring 
during the term of this 
Order. 

VI.C.6.a.i Permittees in each Watershed 
Management Area shall implement 
an adaptive management process 
adapting the Watershed 
Management Program to become 
more effective. 

At least twice during the 
permit term. 

This encourages 
application of the iterative 
approach. 

VI.C.6.b.i Permittees in the Watershed 
Management Area shall implement 
the adaptive management process 
with regard to its jurisdictional storm 
water management program to 
improve its effectiveness. 

At least annually. This encourages 
application of the iterative 
approach. 

Special Provisions: Minimum Control Measures 

VI.D.2.a.i Progressive Enforcement and 
Interagency Coordination – In the 
event that a Permittee determines 
that a facility or site operator has 
failed to adequately implement all 
necessary BMPs, that Permittee 
shall take progressive enforcement 
which shall include a follow-up 
inspection. 

Follow-up inspection 
within 4 weeks from the 
date of the initial 
inspection and/or 
investigation. 

This is consistent with the 
current LA MS4 permit. 

VI.D.2.b Progressive Enforcement and 
interagency Coordination – Each 
Permittee shall initiate investigation 
of complaints from facilities within 
its jurisdiction. 

Initiate investigation 
within one business day 
of complaint. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.4.b.ii Public Information and Participation 
Program – If participating in a 
County-wide or Watershed Group 
PIPP, provide contact information 
for their appropriate staff 
responsible for storm water public 
education activities to the 
designated PIPP coordinator and 
contact information changes. 

No later than 30 days 
after a change occurs. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 for 
contact changes, which 
directs contact changes be 
sent to Los Angeles 
County by May 1, 2002. 
However, with the 
elimination of the Principal 
Permittee in this Order, it is 
more appropriate to direct 
any contact information 
changes directly to the 
PIPP coordinator.  

VI.D.5.b.iii Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
update its inventory of critical 

Update at least annually. Business turn-over can be 
significant thus an active 
inventory is required.  
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

sources. 
VI.D.5.c.i Industrial/Commercial Business 

Program – Each Permittee shall 
notify the owner/operator of each of 
its inventoried commercial and 
industrial sites identified in Part 
VI.D.5.b of this Order of the BMP 
requirements applicable. 

Notify at least once 
during the five-year 
period of this Order. 

This is required so that the 
owner/operator remains 
informed and vigilant about 
BMP implementation. 

VI.D.5.d.i Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
inspect all commercial facilities 
identified in Part VI.D.5.b of this 
Order twice during the 5-year term 
of this Order with a minimum 
interval of 6 months between the 
first and second mandatory 
compliance inspection required. 

Provided that the first 
mandatory compliance 
inspection occurs no later 
than 2 years after the 
date this Order is 
adopted. 

Order No. 01-182 required 
initial implementation by 
August 2004 (or a little 
over 2.5 years), however 
the 2 year requirement 
contained in this Order is 
considered reasonable 
and the earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality.  

VI.D.5.e.i.(1) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
perform an initial compliance 
inspection of all industrial facilities 
identified in Part VI.D.5.b.of this 
Order 

No later than 2 years 
after the date this Order 
is adopted.  

Order No. 01-182 required 
initial implementation by 
August 2004 (or a little 
over 2.5 years). However, 
the 2 year requirement 
contained in this Order is 
considered reasonable 
and the earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality. 

VI.D.5.e.i.(2) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
review the State Water Board’s 
Storm Water Multiple Application 
and Report Tracking System 
(SMARTS) database at defined 
intervals to determine if an industrial 
facility has been recently inspected 
by the Regional Water Board. The 
Permittee does not need to inspect 
the facility if it is determined that the 
Regional Water Board conducted 
an inspection of the facility within 
the prior 24 month period.  

The first interval shall 
occur approximately 2 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. The 
second interval shall 
occur approximately 4 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. 

This specific requirement 
for inspecting facilities 
within certain intervals is a 
new requirement, but is 
considered consistent with 
Order No. 01-182.  

VI.D.5.e.i.(3) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
evaluate its inventory of industrial 
facilities and perform a second 
mandatory compliance inspection at 
a minimum of 25% of the facilities 
identified to have filed a No 
Exposure Certification. 

Approximately 3 to 4 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. 

This is consistent Order 
No. 01-182. 

VI.D.6.c.iii.(4).(f) Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
develop a schedule for the 
completion of offsite projects, 
including milestone dates to 
identify, fund, design, and construct 

Offsite projects shall be 
completed as soon as 
possible, and at the latest 
within 4 years of the 
certificate of occupancy 
for the first project that 

This requirement is 
consistent with the 
provisions contained in the 
Ventura County 
Redevelopment Project 
Area Master Plan 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

the projects. contributed funds toward 
the construction of the 
offsite project. 

(RPAMP).  

VI.D.6.c.iv.(2).(b) Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee may 
determine, based on data from its 
storm water outfall based 
monitoring program (Attachment E 
Part VIII.A.), that the discharge is 
not causing an exceedance of water 
quality standards. In this scenario, 
the Permittee shall require the 
project proponent to monitor the 
treatment system discharge and 
report data to the Permittee for 
inclusion in its Annual Report. 

Monitor the treatment 
system discharge during 
the year’s first 
precipitation event during 
the first two years after 
completion. 

Monitoring of the treatment 
system is warranted and 
will also help to ensure 
adequate maintenance. 

VI.D.6.d.i Planning and Land Development 
Program – A local LID ordinance 
that fully incorporated the applicable 
requirements of this Order shall be 
submitted to the Executive Officer 
of the Regional Water Board for 
approval. 

Within 180 days after the 
date this Order is 
adopted. 

The requirement is 
deemed acceptable due to 
the large number of 
existing LID ordinances 
within the Permittees and 
the varied number of 
templates available 
nationally.  

VI.D.6.d.iii.(1).(a)
.(ii) 

Planning and Land Development 
Program – Written conditions in the 
sales or lease agreement, which 
require the property owner or tenant 
to assume responsibility for BMP 
maintenance and conduct a 
maintenance inspection. 

At least once a year. This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.6.d.iv Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
implement a tracking system and an 
inspection and enforcement 
program from new development 
and redevelopment post-
construction storm water BMPs. 

No later than 60 days 
after the date this Order 
is adopted. 

A tracking system is 
deemed critical to the 
success of this MCM. 
Additionally, a tracking 
system need not be 
complex and can, and has, 
been developed using 
spreadsheets or 
equivalent. 

VI.D.6.d.iv.(1).(c)
.(ii) 

Planning and Land Development 
Program – Inspection of post-
construction BMPs to assess 
operation conditions with particular 
attention to criteria and procedures 
for post-construction treatment 
control and hydromodification 
control BMP repair, replacement, or 
re-vegetation. 

Inspection at least once 
every 2 years after 
project completion. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 
– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
that discharge to a tributary listed 
by the state as an impaired water 
for sediment or turbidity under CWA 
§ 303(d). 

When two or more 
consecutive days with 
greater than 50% chance 
of rainfall are predicted by 
NOAA, within 48 hours of 
a ½-inch rain event, and 
at least once every two 

This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
State Water Board’s 
General NPDES 
Construction Permit 
Requirements. 
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weeks. 
VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 

– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
determined to be a significant threat 
to water quality. 

When two or more 
consecutive days with 
greater than 50% chance 
of rainfall are predicted by 
NOAA, within 48 hours of 
a ½-inch rain event, and 
at least once every two 
weeks. 

This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
State Water Board’s 
General NPDES 
Construction Permit 
Requirements. 

VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 
– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
that do not meet other criteria in 
Part VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) of this Order. 

At least monthly. This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
General Construction 
Permit Requirements. 

VI.D.8.c.iii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall update its 
facility inventory. 

At least twice during the 
term of this Order. 

This requirement is 
deemed reasonable 
because site conditions 
can change at existing 
facilities. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority A catch basins. 

A minimum of 3 times 
during the wet season 
(October 1 through April 
15) and once during the 
dry season every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority B catch basins. 

A minimum of once 
during the wet season 
and once during the dry 
season every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority C catch basins. 

A minimum of once per 
year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iv.(1).(c) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Provide clean out of catch basins, 
trash receptacles, and grounds in 
the event area. 

Within 24 hours 
subsequent to the event. 

This is consistent with 
thecurrent Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.h.vi.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall inspect the 
legibility of the stencil or label 
nearest each inlet. 

Prior to the wet season 
every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.vi.(3) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall record all 
catch basins with illegible stencils 
and re-stencil or re-label. 

Within 180 days of 
inspection. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.vii.(1) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
install trash excluders, or equivalent 
devices, on or in catch basins or 
outfalls, except at sites where the 
application of such BMPs alone will 
cause flooding. 

No later than 2 years 
after the date this Order 
is adopted in areas 
specified as Priority A. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.h.viii.(1) Public Agency Activities Program –
Visual monitoring of Permittee-
owned open channels and other 
drainage structures, including 

At least annually. This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 
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debris basins, for debris. 
VI.D.8.h.viii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 

Removal of trash and debris from 
open channels and debris basins. 

A minimum of once per 
year before the wet 
season. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority A areas. 

Swept at least two times 
per month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority B areas. 

Swept at least once per 
month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority C areas. 

Swept as necessary but 
in no case less than once 
per year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.iv.(1) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Permittee-owned parking lots 
exposed to storm water shall be 
kept clear of debris and excessive 
oil buildup and cleaned using street 
sweeping equipment. 

No less than 2 times per 
month and/or inspected 
no less than 2 times per 
month to determine if 
cleaning is necessary. In 
no case shall a 
Permittee-owned parking 
lot be cleaned less than 
once a month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.j.i.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Where the self-waiver has been 
invoked, the Permittee shall submit 
to the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer a statement of the 
occurrence of the emergency, an 
explanation of the circumstances, 
and the measures that were 
implemented to reduce the threat to 
water quality. 

No later than 30 business 
days after the situation of 
emergency has passed. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.k.i Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall train all of their 
employees and contractors in 
targeted positions on the 
requirements of the overall storm 
water management program. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted and annually 
thereafter before June 30. 

Order No. 01-182 allowed 
for this to be initially 
completed by August 
2002. However, since this 
implementation of this 
requirement is continuing 
from the previous LA MS4 
permit, implementation 
within a year is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable period 
for implementation. This is 
consistent with Order No. 
01-182 and the current 
Ventura County MS4 
permit. 

VI.D.8.k.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall train all of their 
employees and contractors in who 
use or have the potential to use 
pesticides or fertilizers. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted and annually 
thereafter before June 30. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 
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VI.D.9.b.ii Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee shall initiate 
investigation(s) to identify and 
locate the source of an illicit 
discharge. 

Within 72 hours of 
becoming aware of the 
illicit discharge. 

Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit require illicit 
discharge investigations 
be initiated within 1 
business day. However, 
the 72 hour requirement 
takes into account the 
possibility of weekend 
spills.  

VI.D.9.b.iv.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – If 
the source of the illicit discharge 
has been determined to originate 
within an upstream jurisdiction, the 
Permittee shall notify the upstream 
jurisdiction and the Regional Water 
Board. 

Within 30 days of such 
determination. 

This ensures the ID is 
addressed in a reasonable 
period of time by the 
upstream jurisdiction. 

VI.D.9.b.v Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
In the event the Permittee is unable 
to eliminate an ongoing illicit 
discharge following full execution of 
its legal authority and in accordance 
with its Progressive Enforcement 
Policy, or other circumstances 
prevent the full elimination of an 
ongoing illicit discharge, the 
Permittee shall work with the 
Regional Water Board to provide a 
diversion of the entire flow to the 
sanitary sewer or provide treatment. 

Notify the Regional Water 
Board within 30 days of 
such determination and 
provide a written plan for 
review and comment. 

This ensures the Regional 
Water Board is effectively 
engaged in the ultimate 
disposition of ongoing illicit 
discharges. 

VI.D.9.c.ii Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee, upon discovery or 
upon receiving a report of a 
suspected illicit connection, shall 
initiate an investigation. 

Initiate investigation 
within 21 days of 
discovery. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.c.iii.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee, upon confirmation 
of an illicit MS4 connection, shall 
ensure that the connection is 
eliminated. 

Within 180 days of 
completion of the 
investigation. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.e.i.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Initiate investigation of all public and 
employee illicit discharge  and spill 
complaints. 

Within 1 business day of 
receiving the complaint. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.e.i.(3) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Response to spills for containment. 

Within 4 hours of 
becoming aware of the 
spill, except where such 
spills occur on private 
property, in which case 
should be within 2 hours 
of gaining legal access to 

The requirement that spills 
be responded to within 4 
hours of becoming aware 
of the spill, except where 
such spills occur on private 
property, in which case 
should be within 2 hours of 
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the property. gaining legal access to the 
property is the earliest 
practicable period for 
implementation and 
ensures the protection of 
water quality. 

VI.D.9.f.iv Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee must create a list of 
applicable staff and contractors 
which require IC/ID training and 
ensure that training is provided. 

At least twice during the 
term of this Order. 

This requirement is new 
and twice during the term 
of this Order is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable period 
for implementation. 

VI.D.9.f.v Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
New Permittee staff members must 
be provided with IC/ID training. 

Within 180 days of 
starting employment. 

The current Ventura MS4 
permit specifies that within 
1 year all employees must 
be trained. However, the 
requirement that 
employees be trained 
within 180 days of starting 
employment is the earliest 
practicable period for 
implementation and 
ensures the protection of 
water quality.  

 
2. Progressive Enforcement 

Progressive enforcement is a series of defined and reproducible enforcement 
actions whereby consequences of non-compliance increase with each incremental 
enforcement steps. Progressive enforcement includes procedures to coordinate 
enforcement between the Regional Water Board and Permittees. As the Regional 
Water Board is the agency responsible for implementing the NPDES program, it has 
the authority to step in when enforcement actions of Permittee are unsuccessful in 
bringing dischargers into compliance with the permit. As such, progressive 
enforcement is an effective strategy to achieve timely compliance with permit 
requirements. Order No. 01-182 included requirements for a progressive 
enforcement strategy that are carried over to this Order, with some modifications. 
This Order includes supplemental documentation requirements for site acreage and 
Risk Factor rating, when making a referral to the Regional Water Board for MS4 
permit non-compliance of a discharger under the construction general permit. This 
requirement is necessary information for the Regional Water Board consideration. 
Moreover, this Order eliminates the provision within Order No. 01-182 that allows the 
Regional Water Board and Permittees to form a storm water task force. This 
provision was removed because the ability for coordinated enforcement between the 
Regional Water Board and Permittees is adequately established through remaining 
provisions within Part VI.D.2 of this Order. 

3. Modifications/Revisions 

This Order requires each Permittee to modify its storm water management 
programs, protocols, practices, and municipal codes to be consistent with this Order. 
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This provision is necessary to ensure that each Permittee takes all the steps 
necessary to update the core and ancillary programs that are required to ensure 
compliance with this Order. A significant change from Order No. 01-182 is that this 
obligation now rests with each individual Permittee rather than the Principal 
Permittee. 
 

4. Public Information and Participation Program 

a. Legal Authority 

NPDES regulation 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(6) provides that the 
proposed management program include "A description of a program to reduce to 
the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from MS4s associated 
with the application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer which will include, as 
appropriate, controls such as educational activities, permits, certifications, and 
other measures for commercial applicators and distributors, and controls for 
application in public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities." 
 
NPDES regulation 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6) provides that the 
proposed management program include " A description of education activities, 
public information activities, and other appropriate activities to facilitate the 
proper management and disposal of used oil and toxic materials." 
 
To satisfy the Public Education and Outreach minimum control measure, the 
Permittees need to implement a Public Information and Participation Program 
(PIPP) that has the following objectives: (1) measurably increase the knowledge 
of the target audiences about the MS4, the adverse impacts of storm water 
pollution of receiving waters and potential solutions to mitigate the impacts, (2) 
measurably change the waste disposal and storm water pollution generation 
behavior of target audiences by developing and encouraging implementation of 
appropriate activities, and (3) involve and engage a diversity of socio-economic 
groups and ethnic communities in Los Angeles County to participate in mitigating 
the impacts of storm water pollution.  
 

b. Background 

Implementation of a PIPP is a critical BMP and a necessary component of a 
storm water management program.  The State Water Board Technical Advisory 
Committee "recognizes that education with an emphasis on pollution prevention 
is the fundamental basis for solving nonpoint source pollution problems."  The 
USEPA Phase II Fact Sheet 2.3 (Fact Sheet 2.3) finds that "An informed and 
knowledgeable community is critical to the success of a storm water 
management program since it helps insure the following: (i) greater support for 
the program as the public gains a greater understanding of the reasons why it is 
necessary and important, and (ii) greater compliance with the program as the 
public becomes aware of the personal responsibilities expected of them and 
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others in the community, including the individual actions they can take to protect 
or improve the quality of area waters."31 
 
Furthermore, the public can provide valuable input and assistance to a municipal 
storm water management program and, therefore, should play an active role in 
the development and implementation of the program. An active and involved 
community is essential to the success of a storm water management program 
because it allows for: 
 
• Broader public support since residents who participate in the development 

and decision making process are partially responsible for the program and, 
therefore, are more likely to take an active role in its implementation; 

• Shorter implementation schedules due to fewer obstacles in the form of public 
and legal challenges and increased sources in the form of residents 
volunteers; 

• A broader base of expertise and economic benefits since the community can 
be a valuable, and free, intellectual resource; and  

• A conduit to other programs as residents involved in the storm water program 
development process make important cross-connections and relationships 
with other community and government programs.  This benefit is particularly 
valuable when trying to implement a storm water program on a watershed 
basis. 

 
c. PIPP Implementation 

It is generally more cost-effective to have numerous operators coordinate to use 
an existing program than each developing its own local programs. Therefore, 
Permittees are encouraged to participate in a County-sponsored PIPP or in one 
or more Watershed Group sponsored PIPPs supplemented with additional 
information specific to local needs. 
 
Permittees are required to: (a) conduct storm water pollution prevention public 
service announcements and advertising campaigns; (b) provide public education 
materials on the proper handling or potential storm water pollutants; (c) distribute 
activity specific storm water pollution prevention public education materials to 
points of purchase; (d) maintain storm water websites or provide links to storm 
water websites via the Permittees website, which contain educational material 
and opportunities for the public to participate in storm water pollution prevention 
and clean-up activities; and (e) provide independent, parochial, and public 
schools within each Permittee’s jurisdiction with materials, including, but not 
limited to videos, live presentations, and other information. Permittees are 
required to use effective strategies to educate and involve ethnic communities 
using culturally effective methods.  
 

                                            
31

 Storm Water Phase II Final Rule - Public Education and Outreach Minimum Control Measure. USEPA Fact Sheet 2.3, 
January 2000. 
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The intent of these changes is to provide an increase in public knowledge of 
storm water pollution prevention practices in an effective and cost efficient 
manner, while still providing flexibility for the Permittees to implement the 
requirements on a watershed group basis. 
 
The Order requires outreach to ethnically diverse communities using culturally 
effective strategies. The USEPA, Tailoring Outreach Programs to Minority and 
Disadvantaged Communities and Children Fact Sheet finds that, "many residents 
of ethnically and culturally diverse communities don't speak English. English 
messages contained in public education outreach materials may not be 
effectively reaching a significant portion of some communities. The intent of this 
provision is to encourage behavior changes that reduce pollutants in storm water 
to a portion of the population who might otherwise be overlooked. 
 

5. Industrial/Commercial Business Program 

a. Legal Authority 

The Phase I regulations require, in part, that the applicant: (i) develop adequate 
legal authority, (ii) perform a source identification, and (iii) develop a 
management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the MEP using 
management practices, control techniques and system design and engineering 
methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate.  Specifically, with 
regards to industrial controls, the management plan shall include the following. 
 

“A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm 
water discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous 
waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that 
are subject to section 313 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the 
municipal permit applicant determines are contributing a substantial 
pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system. The program shall: 

 
i. Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and 

implementing control measures for such discharges. 
ii. Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated 

with industrial facilities […]”  
 
(40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)) 

 
The provisions contained in this Order pertaining to the inspection and facility 
control program requirements for industrial and commercial facilities, as well as 
construction sites (as discussed below in Part VI.7.b.) are also based on the 
requirements found in the previous permit, Order No. 01-182. Those 
requirements, among others, were the subject of litigation between several 
permittees and the Regional Water Board. In that case, the Los Angeles County 
Superior Court upheld the inspection and facility control program requirements 
for industrial/commercial facilities and construction sites in Order No. 01-182. 
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The Court determined that “[t]he Permit contains reasonable inspection 
requirements for these types of facilities. [Citation.] The Permit requires each 
permittees to confirm that operators of these facilities have a current waste 
discharge identification number and is effectively implementing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in compliance with County and municipal 
ordinances, Regional Board Resolution 90-08 and the Stormwater Quality 
Management Plans (SQMPs). [Citation.] Addressing pollution after it has entered 
the storm sewer system is not working to meet legislative goals. More work is 
required at the source of pollution, and that is partially the basis on which this 
Court finds that the Permit’s inspection requirements are reasonable, and not 
onerous and burdensome.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm Water Permit Litig., No. 
BS 080548 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005), at 17.)  
 
The Court also addressed the permittees’ claims that the requirements in Order 
No. 01-182 shifted the Regional Water Board’s inspection responsibility under 
State Water Board issued general NPDES permits for these types of facilities 
onto the local agencies. The Court disagreed, stating: “The Court agrees with 
[the Regional Water Board] and Intervenors that the United States EPA 
considered obligations under state-issued general permits to be separate and 
distinct. Despite the similarity between the general permits and the local storm 
water ordinances, both must be enforced. [Citations.] EPA requires permittees to 
conduct inspections of commercial and industrial facilities, as well as of 
construction sites. [Citation.]…..This Court finds that the state-issued general 
permits do not preempt local enforcement of local storm water ordinances. (See 
State Board Order No. 99-08, [citation].) [¶] Therefore, this Court finds that 
requiring permittees to inspect commercial and industrial facilities and 
construction sites is authorized under the Clean Water Act, and both the 
Regional Board and the municipal permittees or the local government entities 
have concurrent roles in enforcing the industrial, construction and municipal 
permits. The Court finds that the Regional Board did not shift its inspection 
responsibilities to Petitioners. [¶] … The Court further notes that the Permit 
issued to local entities, who are Petitioners here, does not refer to any inspection 
obligations related to state-issued permits. [Citation.] There is no duplication of 
efforts and no shifting of inspection responsibility in derogation of the Regional 
Board’s responsibility here. The Regional Board is not giving up its won 
responsibilities, and there is nothing arbitrary or capricious about the Permit’s 
inspection provisions.” (Id. at 17-18.) 
 
It is also important to note that similar controls for industrial/commercial facilities 
and constriction sites, including inspection activities, required by this Order were 
also required in the 2002 San Bernardino County MS4 permit issued by the 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Santa Ana Regional Water 
Board). Like Order No. 01-182, that permit was also subject to litigation. In that 
case, the City of Rancho Cucamonga claimed that the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Board improperly delegated to it and other permittees the inspection duties 
of the State and Regional Water Boards and that it was being required to conduct 
inspections for facilities covered by other state-issued general NPDES permits. 
(City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board- Santa Ana 
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Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389.)Like the Los Angeles County 
Superior Court, the California Court of Appeal rejected this argument. The Court 
of Appeal upheld the Santa Ana Regional Water Board’s requirements, finding 
that “Rancho Cucamonga and the other permittees are responsible for inspecting 
construction and industrial sites and commercial facilities within their jurisdiction 
for compliance with and enforcement of local municipal ordinances and permits. 
But the Regional Board continues to be responsible under the 2002 NPDES 
permit for inspections under the general permits. The Regional Board may 
conduct its own inspections but permittees must still enforce their own laws at 
these sites. (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2) (2005).)” (Id. at 1390.) 
 

b. Background 

Municipalities are required to control the storm water discharges associated with 
industrial activities and other commercial facilities identified as significant 
contributors of pollutants through the implementation of a mandatory baseline 
minimum set of source control BMPs; performance of an inspection program to 
verify the adequacy of BMPs implementation in the field and compliance with the 
municipal ordinances; and assist the Regional Water Board in ensuring that 
industrial activities subject to regulations are covered by the general industrial 
stormwater permit. Regional Water Board will also assist the municipalities in 
case of instances of egregious non-compliance with the municipal ordinances 
and state and federal laws and regulations. 
 
The municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from the MS4.  Because 
industrial awareness of the program may not be complete, there may be facilities 
within the MS4 area that should be permitted under an industrial storm water 
permit but are not (non-filers). In addition, the Phase I regulations that require 
industries to obtain permit coverage for storm water discharges is largely based 
on Standard Industry Classification (SIC) Code. This has been shown to be 
incomplete in identifying industries that may be significant sources of storm water 
pollution (“industries” includes commercial businesses).  The word "industries" is 
used in a broad sense. Another concern is that the permitting authority may not 
have adequate resources to provide the necessary oversight of permitted 
facilities. Therefore, it is in the municipality’s best interest to assess the specific 
situation and implement an industrial/commercial inspection/site visit and 
enforcement program to control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 from all 
high risk sources. 
 
In the preamble to the 1990 regulations, USEPA clearly states the intended 
strategy for discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity: 
 
"…Municipal operators of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer 
systems are responsible for obtaining system-wide or area permits for their 
system's discharges. These permits are expected to require that controls be 
placed on storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which 
discharge through the municipal system." The USEPA also notes in the preamble 
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that "… municipalities will be required to meet the terms of their permits related to 
industrial dischargers." 
 
Similarly, in the USEPA's Guidance Manual (Chapter 3.0), USEPA specified that 
MS4 applicants must demonstrate that they possess adequate legal authority to: 
 
i. Control construction site and other industrial discharges to MS4s; 
ii. Prohibit illicit discharges and control spills and dumping; 
iii. Carry out inspection, surveillance, and monitoring procedures.  
 
The document goes on to explain that "control," in this context means not only to 
require disclosure of information, but also to limit, discourage, or terminate a 
storm water discharge to the MS4.  Further, to satisfy its permit conditions, a 
municipality may need to impose additional requirements on discharges from 
permitted industrial facilities, as well as discharges from industrial facilities and 
construction sites not required to obtain permits. 
 
In the same Guidance Manual (Chapter 6.3.3), USEPA states that the 
municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from their MS4. 
Consequently, the MS4 applicant must describe how the municipality will help the 
USEPA and authorized NPDES States to: 
 
i. Identify priority industries discharging to their systems; 
ii. Review and evaluate storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs) and 

other procedures that industrial facilities must develop under general or 
individual permits; 

iii. Establish and implement BMPs to reduce pollutants from these industrial 
facilities (or require industry to implement them); and 

iv. Inspect and monitor industrial facilities discharging storm water to the 
municipal systems to ensure these facilities are in compliance with their 
NPDES storm water permit, if required. 
 

c. Industrial/Commercial Business Program Implementation 

The requirements in this Order clarify the scope and frequency of inspections. 
For commercial facilities, in general, frequencies have modified to require 
inspections of a facility twice during the five year permit tem provided that the first 
mandatory compliance inspection takes place no later than two years after the 
date this Order is adopted with a minimum interval of six months between the 
first and second inspection. The scope of the inspections for each of the facility 
types was clarified by specifying in tables what BMPs should be implemented at 
that facility to ensure that pollutant generating activity does not occur. The tables 
include a range of BMPs that are anticipated to be needed at select industrial 
and commercial facilities. The BMP categories are based on BMPs identified in 
the 2003 California Stormwater BMP Handbook, Industrial and Commercial as 
well as BMPs identified in Regional Water Board Resolution No. 98-08.  
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For industrial facilities, an initial mandatory compliance inspection must be 
completed at all industrial facilities no later than 2 years after the date this Order 
is adopted. If after the initial inspection, the facility was determined to as having 
exposure of industrial activities to storm water then the permit requires a second 
mandatory compliance inspection with a minimum interval of 6 months between 
the first and second mandatory compliance inspection. For facilities determined 
not to have exposure of industrial activities to storm water during the initial 
inspection, Permittees must conduct second compliance inspections yearly at a 
minimum of 20% of the facilities.  
 
A provision was added to the Order relieving Permittees of the responsibility to 
inspect industrial facilities that the Regional Water Board has inspected within the 
previous 24 months.  
 
In regards to the level of inspection, this Order clarifies that the Permittees are 
expected to check during inspections for a current Waste Discharge Identification 
(WDID) number for facilities discharging storm water associated with industrial 
activity, and that a SWPPP is available on site or that the owner/operator of the 
facility has applied for and has a current No Exposure Certification (and WDID 
number). In addition Permittees are expected to check during inspections for 
compliance with the implementation of minimum BMPs, as previously approved 
by Board Order 98-08, and compliance with the local storm water ordinances. 
 
The inspection requirements in this Order provide greater clarification concerning 
the scope of enforcement. A progressive enforcement procedure was outlined 
including minimum steps that Permittees must take in their program to enforce 
their municipalities’ storm water requirements. In recognition of some of the 
Permittees concerns regarding the resource intensive efforts needed to elevate 
enforcement actions, a mechanism was provided through which Permittees can 
refer cases to the Regional Water Board, and for violations of the State Water 
Board’s General Industrial Activities Storm Water NPDES permit, the referral can 
be expedited, referral can occur after a single inspection and one written notice 
rather than referral after two inspections and two written notices. 
 

6. Planning and Land Development Program 

a. Legal Authority 

The permit application requirements described in 40 CFR section 122.26(d) have 
formed the basis for MS4 permits and remain applicable as elements in a storm 
water program.  40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv), requires in part, that the large 
and medium MS4 system applicant develop a management plan. Specifically, 
with regards to planning and land development and post-construction controls, 
the management plan shall include the following:  

“(A) A description of structural and source control measures to reduce pollutants 
from runoff from commercial and residential areas that are discharged from the 
municipal storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the life of the 
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permit, accompanied with an estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant 
loads and a proposed schedule for implementing such controls. At a minimum, 
the description shall include: 

( 1 ) A description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for 
structural controls to reduce pollutants (including floatables) in discharges from 
municipal separate storm sewers; 

( 2 ) A description of planning procedures including a comprehensive master plan 
to develop, implement and enforce controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants 
from municipal separate storm sewers which receive discharges from areas of 
new development and significant redevelopment. Such plan shall address 
controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers 
after construction is completed.  

( 3 ) A description of practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads 
and highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of 
discharges from municipal storm sewer systems 

( 4 ) A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects 
assess the impacts on the water quality of receiving water bodies and that 
existing structural flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if 
retrofitting the device to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is 
feasible.” 

b. Background 

Land development and urbanization have been linked to the impairment of 
aquatic life beneficial uses in numerous studies. Poorly planned new 
developments and re-development have the potential to impact the hydrology of 
the watershed and the water quality of the surface waters. Development without 
proper controls, often result in increased soil compaction, changes in vegetation 
and increased impervious surfaces. These conditions may lead to a reduction in 
groundwater recharge and changes in the flow regime of the surface water 
drainages. Historically, urban development has resulted in increased peak 
stream flows and flow duration, reduced base flows, and increased water 
temperatures.  Pollutant loading in storm water runoff often increases due to 
post-construction use and because the storm water runoff is directly connected to 
the storm drain system or to the surface water body, without the benefit of 
filtration through soil and vegetation. 

In a natural water body (i.e., a water body that has not been armored for flood 
control or channel stability), increased peak flows and flow duration can cause 
stream bank erosion, changes in channel geomorphology and bed sediment 
composition and stability. 

When development infringes upon natural riparian buffers, the additional impacts 
may include further stream bank instability, increased nitrogen loadings to the 
water body—which would have been intercepted by native riparian vegetation, 
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loss of shading resulting in further increase in water temperature, and a loss of 
woody debris and leaf litter, which provide food and habitat for some aquatic 
species. 

Low Impact Development (LID) strategies are designed to retain storm water 
runoff on-site by minimizing soil compaction and impervious surfaces, and by 
disconnecting storm water runoff from conveyances to the storm drain system. 
This Order establishes criteria for the volume of storm water to be retained on-
site as required to meet water quality goals and to preserve pre-development 
hydrology in natural drainage systems.  

In California, hydromodification studies have focused on the erosive effects of 
storm water runoff flows and the resulting changes in geomorphology and bed 
sediment. As described in Hawley et al., southern California streams may be 
especially susceptible to geomorphic changes due to steep topography, flashy 
flow regimes, high sediment loads and largely non-resistant stream bed material. 
This recent study assessed the impact of urbanization on peak flow and the 
duration of lower flows capable of moving bed sediment. The results of the study 
showed that, urbanization resulted in proportionally-longer durations of all 
geomorphically-effective flows, with a more pronounced effect on the durations of 
low to moderate flows.   

A study performed by United States Geological Survey (USGS) researchers at 
nine different metropolitan areas within the United States, found that adverse 
impacts to macroinvertebrate benthic communities were observed in drainages 
with 5 percent impervious area. The authors concluded that there appears to be 
no percent impervious area threshold below which benthic communities are not 
adversely impacted   

The Grand River (lower) Surrogate Flow Regime Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL), prepared for the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), 
examined the impacts of impervious cover and flow regime changes on aquatic 
life beneficial uses. The TMDL was approved by USEPA on April 12, 2012. The 
TMDL analysis showed that aquatic community health (as measured by 
biological indices) decreased as impervious cover increased. Flow alteration and 
impervious cover were determined to be the stressors impairing aquatic life. 
Riparian buffers were identified as a mitigating factor. Peak flow, runoff volume, 
and flashiness were considered as surrogates. However, for this watershed, flow 
regime was selected because it addresses the full spectrum of flow conditions 
(i.e., peak flow and flow duration and base flow). In this watershed, low flow and 
increased water temperature presented a threat to cold-water fish species. 
Increased peak flow and flow duration were linked to impairment of aquatic life 
beneficial uses due to increased pollutant loading and the impact of channel 
scouring. A flow duration curve was developed for a reference watershed, based 
on unit area to allow for comparison of varying-sized streams. The criteria for 
selecting the reference watershed were: (1) the water body was fully supporting 
aquatic life beneficial uses, (2) location (ecoregion), (3) size (4) land cover (5) 
riparian buffer and (6) soils. The flow regime TMDL compares flow duration 
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curves for the impaired stream and the reference stream. The TMDL is 
expressed as the difference between the impaired stream’s flow and the 
reference stream’s flow during all flow conditions. The TMDL report recommends 
protection strategy numeric targets of no more than 6 percent EIA with a forested 
(70 percent coverage) riparian buffer of 100 feet from the top of each stream 
bank (200 feet total).   

In Los Angeles County, development has infringed upon or eliminated natural 
riparian buffers and existing development exceeds recommended percent 
impervious area in many watersheds. In addition, many water bodies have been 
armored or converted to engineered channels to manage flood hazards. Because 
of the hydrologic differences between engineered channels and natural water 
bodies, the Regional Water Board approaches each situation differently. Where 
development occurs in drainages to water bodies that have been converted to 
engineered channels, the Regional Water Board’s regulatory approach is 
designed to reduce storm water runoff -- the most effective method for reducing 
pollutant loading. Alternatively, where development occurs in drainages to natural 
water bodies, the Regional Water Board regulatory approach aims to reduce 
pollutant loading conveyed by storm water runoff and to preserve or restore the 
pre-development hydrology. As a result of past development, it is likely that 
retrofitting of existing development will be necessary to restore watershed 
hydrology to pre-development conditions. 

c. Applicability 

New development and re-development projects subject to these requirements 
are described in Part VI.D.6.b. of this Order. Although not defined for large and 
medium MS4s, 40 CFR section 122.34 requires programs for small MS4s to 
include all projects that disturb an area equal to or greater than 1 acre of land 
and add more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface area. The list of 
new development projects subject to requirements, specified in this Order in 
Parts VI.D.1.c.i(1)(a) through (k) were either carried over from Order No. 01-182 
or were developed for the Ventura County MS4 and are appropriate for defining 
new developments and redevelopments in this Order. Clarification is provided for 
developments in progress during formulation of this Order (Part VI.D.c.i(1)(4)).   

New development/re-development projects are subject to either the Water 
Quality/Flow Reduction Resource Management Criteria in Part VI.D.6.c.i or 
potentially more stringent Hydromodification (Flow/ Volume/ Duration) Control 
Criteria.  Note that hydromodification controls apply only to projects that drain to 
a natural water body that is a stream, creek or a river. Hydromodification controls 
do not apply to discharges to lakes, estuaries, or to the ocean, which are not 
susceptible to channel erosion.  

i. Integrated Water Quality/ Flow Reduction /Resources Management 
Criteria (Part VI.D.6.c.i). Projects located in drainages to water bodies that 
are now engineered channels are subject to Integrated Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction/Resources Management Criteria. These projects must be designed 
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to minimize the footprint of the impervious area and to use low impact 
development (LID) strategies to disconnect the runoff from impervious area. 
The project must be designed to retain on-site the storm water runoff equal to 
the storm water quality design volume (SWQDv), unless it is determined that 
it is technically infeasible or there is an opportunity to contribute to an off-site 
regional ground water replenishment project.   

The SWQDv is defined as the storm water runoff resulting from either: 

• the 0.75 inch per 24 hour storm or 
• the 85th percentile storm as defined in the Los Angeles County 85th 

percentile, 24-hour storm isohyetal map, whichever is greater. 
 
This Order establishes a minimum design volume based on the 0.75 inch, 24-
hour storm event as defined in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 permit 
(Order No. 01-182). This requirement is to prevent backsliding from the 
previous Order. The 85th percentile storm is the design storm used throughout 
most of the State of California for storm water treatment and LID BMPs 
designed for water quality protection.  

Using detailed local rainfall data, the County of Los Angeles Hydrologist has 
developed the 85th percentile storm event isohyetal map, which exhibits the 
size of the 85th percentile storm event throughout Los Angeles County. Since 
this map uses detailed local rainfall data, it is more accurate for calculating 
the 85th percentile storm event than other methods which were included in 
Order No. 01-182. The other methods found in Order No. 01-182 were 
included as options to be used in the event that detailed accurate rainfall data 
did not exist for various locations within Los Angeles County. Therefore, they 
have not been carried over into this Order.  

Storm water runoff may be retained on-site by methods designed to intercept 
rain water via infiltration, bioretention, and harvest and use. Examples of LID 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that may be employed to meet the storm 
water retention requirements include rain gardens, bioswales, pervious 
pavement, green roofs, and rainwater harvesting for use in landscape 
irrigation.      

ii. Alternative Compliance for Technical Infeasibility or Opportuntity for 
Regional Ground Water Replenishment (Part VI.D.6.c.ii). This Order 
defines conditions that may make on-site retention of the SWQDv 
technically infeasible. These conditions include measures to: 

• Ensure that on-site soils (in-situ or amended) have adequate infiltration 
rates for successful operation of infiltration BMPs, 

• Protect groundwater and drinking water wells from contamination, 
• Prevent infiltration that might exacerbate potential geotechnical 

hazards,  
• Accommodate smart growth and infill or redevelopment. 
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A determination that compliance with the Integrated Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction/Resources Management Criteria is technically infeasible at the 
New Development/Re-development project site must be based on a site-
specific hydrologic assessment or design analysis conducted and 
endorsed by a registered professional engineer, geologist, architect or 
landscape architect.  This requirement is the same as contained in the 
Ventura County MS4 permit, and is necessary to ensure that a competent 
determination is conducted.  

The criteria for technical infeasibility contained in Part VI.D.6.c.ii(2)(a) is 
necessary to ensure that the in-situ soil has adequate permeability to 
accommodate infiltration, and to ensure against premature failure of 
infiltration BMPs. A minimum infiltration rate of 0.15 inches per hour under 
saturated conditions is specified for infiltration BMPs (e.g., dry well, 
pervious pavement). Infiltration BMPs are restricted to Hydrologic Soil 
Groups A and B, by other California storm water regulatory agencies. For 
example, the Contra Costa County Program’s Stormwater LID Design 
Guidebook prohibits routing storm water runoff to a dry (infiltration) well, 
developed in Hydrologic Soil Groups C and D32. Infiltration rates for the 
lower permeability B soil group ranges between 0.30 and 0.15 inches per 
hour (USEPA, 2009, Appendix A)33. This criterion is specified to ensure 
the viability of infiltration systems, which may be depended upon to meet 
the storm water design volume criteria. 

Infiltration BMPs are distinguished from bioretention BMPs, which may be 
implemented in all soils types. Bioretention BMPs are constructed using a 
manufactured/imported media that must meet strict specifications. The 
media specification for bioretention facilities is the same as specified for 
biofiltration systems. The difference between bioretention and biofiltration 
is that biofiltration systems are designed with an underdrain, which may 
allow for the discharge of a significant portion of the design storm volume, 
as described below under Alternative Compliance Measures. Bioretention 
BMPs may not include an underdrain.  

The criteria for determining Technical Infeasibility described in Part 
VI.D.6.c.ii.(2)(b)-(f) are the same as contained in the Ventura County MS4 
permit , except that (2)(b) “locations where seasonal high ground water is 
within 5 feet of the surface”, was expanded to” 5 to 10 feet” of the surface, 
to be consistent with local LID Manuals developed by the City of Santa 
Monica and the City of Los Angeles.  

                                            
32

 Contra Costa County Clean Water Program. 2010. Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, Stormwater Quality Requirements for 
Development Applications. Fifth Ed. October 20, 2010. p. 18. < www.cccleanwater.org>. 

33
 USEPA. 2009. (United States Environmental Protection Agency). Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater 
Runoff Requirements for Federal Projects under Section 438 of the Energy and Independence and Security Act. Office of 
Water. December 2009. 
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iii. Alternative Compliance Measures (Part VI.D.6.c.iii.). This Order 
provides equally weighted alternatives to on-site retention of the SWQDv. 
One alternative is to employ infiltration at off-site locations, including 
regional groundwater replenishment projects. In an effort to promote 
retrofitting of existing development, alternative compliance measures may 
include the use of infiltration, bioretention, rainfall harvest and/or 
biofiltration at an existing development with similar land uses and where 
storm water runoff is expected to exhibit pollutant event mean 
concentrations (EMCs) that are comparable to or higher than the 
proposed new development re-development project. As another 
alternative the project proponent may comply with the Integrated Water 
Quality/Flow Reduction/Resources Management Criteria using biofiltration 
on the project site. The volume of storm water to be treated with 
biofiltration is 1.5 times the difference between the SWQDv and the 
volume of storm water runoff that can be reliably retained on the project 
site. The 1.5 multiplier is based on the finding in the Ventura County 
Technical Guidance Manual that biofiltration of 1.5 times the design 
volume will provide approximately the same pollutant removal as retention 
of the design volume on an annual basis.34 

The volume of storm water runoff to be intercepted at an off-site mitigation 
project is equal to the difference between the SWQDv and the volume of 
storm water runoff that can be reliably retained on the project site. The 
estimate of the volume that can be reliably retained on-site shall be based 
on conservative assumptions including permeability of soils under 
saturated conditions. When rainfall harvest and use is linked to irrigation 
demand, the demand shall be estimated based on conditions that exist 
during the wet weather, winter season.  

Mitigation at off-site projects shall be designed to provide equal or greater 
water quality protection to the surface waters within the same 
subwatershed as the proposed project. Preferably, the mitigation site will 
be located within the same Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)-12 drainage area 
as the proposed new development or re-development. However, the 
mitigation project may be located within the expanded HUC-10 drainage 
area, if approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board.  

As described in the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual, a 
biofiltration system as defined in this Order, including Attachment L, allows 
for incidental interception of approximately 40 percent of the treatment 
volume and treatment of the remaining volume through filtration, and 
aerobic and anaerobic degradation. The effectiveness of the biofiltration 
system is greatly impacted by the volume of storm water runoff that is 
intercepted through incidental infiltration. For this reason, biofiltration as 
defined in this Order, does not include flow-through planter box or vault 

                                            
34

 Ventura Countywide Stormwater Management Program. 2011. Ventura Technical Guidance Manual, Manual Update, 2011.  
Appendix D. July 13, 2011. 
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type systems with impervious bottom layers. In addition, biofiltration 
systems as defined in this Order, must meet the specifications for drain 
placement and planting media provided in Attachment L if they are to be 
credited as meeting the water quality/flow reduction requirements of the 
Alternative Compliance Measures of this Order. Attachment L provides a 
compilation of recent information contained in the Contra Costa County C3 
Guidebook and Order R2-2011-083, adopted by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, on November 
28, 2011. These specifications are based on experiences in the San 
Francisco Bay Region and are designed to ensure optimum pollutant 
removal and to prevent premature failure of infiltration components of the 
biofiltration system.  

iv. Water Quality Mitigation Criteria (Part VI.D.6.c.iv.) When off-site 
mitigation is performed, the storm water runoff from the project site must 
be treated prior to discharge. Volume-based treatment BMPs are to be 
sized to treat the runoff from the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event, as 
described above for storm water retention BMPs. Flow through treatment 
BMPs are to be sized based on a rainfall intensity of 0.2 inches per hour 
or the one year, one-hour rainfall intensity as determined from the Los 
Angeles County isohyetal map, whichever is greater. A minimum flow 
design of 0.2 inches per hour is consistent with Order No. 01-182 and is 
included to prevent back sliding. The one year, one-hour rainfall intensity 
is the flow requirement specified in the Los Angeles River Trash Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) and other Trash TMDLs established in the 
Region. The Los Angeles County isohyetal map of the one-year, one-hour 
storm intensity provides an accurate measure of variable storm intensity 
throughout the County. The one-year, one-hour rain intensity within the 
County ranges from approximately 0.2 inch/hour to 1.1 inches per hour. 

 

v. Hydromodification (Flow/ Volume/ Duration Control Criteria (Part 
VI.D.6.v.). New development/re-development projects located in a 
drainage to a natural stream/creek/river water body shall be required to 
meet the water quality/flow reduction criteria and/or hydromodification 
control criteria, whichever are more stringent. (Hydromodification controls 
do not apply to discharges to lakes, estuaries or to the Pacific Ocean as 
these types of water bodies are not susceptible to hydromodification 
impacts.) This Order provides Interim Hydromodification Control Criteria to 
be employed until the State Water Board or Regional Water Board adopts 
a final Hydromodification Policy. The purpose of the hydromodification 
controls is to preserve or restore pre-development hydrology.  

Part VI.D.6.v.(b) of this Order describes New Development/Re-
development projects that are exempted from hydromodification controls. 
These projects include maintenance and replacement activities and other 
projects that do not increase EIA within the subwatershed and therefore 
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are not expected to add to the hydromodification effects. Also exempted 
are projects located within drainages to waterbodies that are not 
susceptible to channel erosion or other hydromodification effects. 

This Order anticipates the issuance of a State-wide Hydromodification 
criteria or guidance within the term of this Order, but provides interim 
criteria for New Development/Re-development projects that are permitted 
pending the issuance of State-wide Guidance.  This Order also identifies 
preliminary tasks to be conducted within 24 months after the effective date 
of this Order. The results of these preliminary tasks will support the 
development of a final Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan. The final 
Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan must be completed within 12 
months after the issuance of the State-wide Guidance, unless the 
compliance period is extended by the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board.   

This Order offers three options for meeting the interim hydromodification 
controls for projects that will disturb greater than 1 acre but less than 50 
acres: 

• The project is designed to retain the storm water runoff from the 95th 
percentile, 24-hour-hour storm. This criterion is based on the 
recommendations from the USEPA’s Technical Guidance on 
Implementing the Stormwater Runoff Requirements for Federal 
Projects under Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security 
Act (USEPA, 2009). 

• The runoff flow rate, volume, velocity and duration does not exceed the 
pre-development condition for the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. 
Research has determined that the maximum point of the effective work 
curve occurs in the 1 to 2-year frequency (Leopold, 1964, as cited in 
the South Orange County Hydromodification Plan, 2011)35. 
Furthermore, the effects of development are greatest during smaller 
storm events. Under natural conditions, the storm water runoff from 
smaller storms would have been largely intercepted by vegetation, 
canopy, infiltration and/or evapotranspiration. During large storms, the 
soils become saturated and runoff occurs even under natural 
conditions.   

• The Erosion Potential (Ep) in the receiving water channel will 
approximate 1, as determined by the Hydromodification Analysis Study 
and the Equation presented in Attachment J.  This provision is the 
same as the requirement in the Ventura County MS4 permit (Order No. 
R4-2010-0108). By maintaining an Ep of approximately 1, the bed 
sediment of the channel is in an equilibrium state.  

 

                                            
35

 South Orange County. 2011. South Orange County Hydromodification Management Plan. < 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/oc_permit/updates_031212/South_Orange
_County%20HMP.pdf > Accessed April 25, 2012. 
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For projects disturbing more than 50 acres, compliance with the interim 
controls may be achieved by similar means. However, the plans must be 
supported by more comprehensive hydrologic modeling.  

The elements of the Interim Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan are: 

• Screening to assess which subwatersheds exhibit changes in 
geomorphology. 

• Identify natural drainage systems within the subwatershed that are 
susceptible to hydromodification impacts, 

• Identify areas critical to the hydrology (e.g., groundwater recharge 
areas, riparian buffers and wetlands) of the subwatershed and identify 
potential protection strategies for such areas, 

• Conduct or access bioassessment monitoring data to assess whether 
aquatic life uses are being fully supported, 

• Prepare preliminary protection strategies for subwatersheds that are 
fully supporting aquatic life beneficial uses, 

• Prepare preliminary retrofit strategies for subwatersheds that exhibit 
the effects of hydromodification and are not fully supporting aquatic life 
beneficial uses, 

• Identify candidate reference sub-watersheds that are supporting 
aquatic life beneficial uses and develop a flow duration curve that may 
serve as a standard for flow duration controls in water bodies that have 
aquatic life impairments linked to changes in the flow regime. This 
approach is as described in the recently approved OEPA, Grand River 
(lower) Flow Regime TMDL. 

 
7. Development and Construction Program 

a. Introduction 

Soil disturbing activities during construction and demolition exacerbate sediment 
losses. Sediment is a primary pollutant impacting beneficial uses of 
watercourses. Sediments, and other construction activity pollutants must be 
properly controlled to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts. 

b. Legal Authority 

40 CFR section 122.34(b)(4) states that with respect to construction site storm 
water runoff control for small MS4s, which is analogous to that for large MS4s:  

“(i) [the permittee] must develop, implement, and enforce a program 
to reduce pollutants in any storm water runoff to your small MS4 
from construction activities that result in a land disturbance of 
greater than or equal to one acre. Reduction of storm water 
discharges from construction activity disturbing less than one acre 
must be included in your program if that construction activity is part 
of a larger common plan of development or sale that would disturb 
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one acre or more. If the NPDES permitting authority waives 
requirements for storm water discharges associated with small 
construction activity in accordance with § 122.26(b)(15)(i), you are 
not required to develop, implement, and/or enforce a program to 
reduce pollutant discharges from such sites. (ii) Your program must 
include the development and implementation of, at a minimum: (A) 
An ordinance or other regulatory mechanism to require erosion and 
sediment controls, as well as sanctions to ensure compliance, to 
the extent allowable under State, Tribal, or local law; (B) 
Requirements for construction site operators to implement 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management 
practices; (C) Requirements for construction site operators to 
control waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck 
washout, chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the construction 
site that may cause adverse impacts to water quality; (D) 
Procedures for site plan review which incorporate consideration of 
potential water quality impacts; (E) Procedures for receipt and 
consideration of information submitted by the public, and (F) 
Procedures for site inspection and enforcement of control 
measures.” 

The inspection requirements for construction sites contained in this Order are 
also based on the requirements found in Order No. 01-182. As noted above in 
Part VI.C.5.a, the inspection requirements contained in Order No. 01-182 for 
construction sites were the subject of litigation between several permittees and 
the Regional Water Board. As provided in more detail above, the Los Angeles 
County Superior Court upheld the inspection requirements for 
industrial/commercial facilities and construction sites in Order No. 01-182, finding 
that the “[t]he Permit contains reasonable inspection requirements for these 
types of facilities.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm Water Permit Litig., No. BS 
080548 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005), at 17.) As also noted above, the 
Superior Court also rejected the permittees’ claims that the requirements in 
Order No. 01-182 shifted the Regional Water Board’s inspection responsibility 
under State Water Board issued general NPDES permits for these types of 
facilities onto the local agencies, finding that “[r]equiring permittees to inspect 
commercial and industrial facilities and construction sites is authorized under the 
Clean Water Act, and both the Regional Board and the municipal permittees or 
the local government entities have concurrent roles in enforcing the industrial, 
construction and municipal permits. The Court finds that the Regional Board did 
not shift its inspection responsibilities to Petitioners.” (Id. at 17-18.)   

 

c. Construction Activity Applicability 

Any construction or demolition activity, including, but not limited to, clearing, 
grading, grubbing, or excavation, or any other activity that results in a land 
disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre.  
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Construction activity that results in land surface disturbances of less than one 
acre if the construction activity is part of a larger common plan of development or 
sale of one or more acres of disturbed land surface.  

Construction activity related to residential, commercial, or industrial development 
on lands currently used for agriculture including, but not limited to, the 
construction of buildings related to agriculture that are considered industrial 
pursuant to USEPA regulations, such as dairy barns or food processing facilities.  

Construction activity associated with linear underground/overhead project (LUPs) 
including, but not limited to, those activities necessary for the installation of 
underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, 
pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and 
transforming equipment and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are 
not limited to, underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt 
cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and 
pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure 
installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole and tower 
installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/or pavement repair or 
replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.  

Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil and gas 
exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission 
facilities. 

Storm water discharges from dredge spoil placement that occur outside of U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction36 (upland sites) and that disturb one or 
more acres of land surface from construction activity are covered by this General 
Permit. Construction projects that intend to disturb one or more acres of land 
within the jurisdictional boundaries of a CWA section 404 permit should contact 
the appropriate Regional Water Board to determine whether this permit applies to 
the project. 

d. Development Construction Program Implementation 

Permittees must implement a construction program that applies to all activities 
involving soil disturbance with the exception of agricultural activities. Minimum 
requirements have been established for construction activity less than one acre 
and for those activities equal or greater than one acre. Activities covered by the 
permit include but are not limited to grading, vegetation clearing, soil compaction, 
paving, re-paving, and LUPs. The construction program should be designed to: 
(1) prevent illicit construction-related discharges of pollutants into the MS4 and 
receiving waters; (2) implement and maintain structural and non-structural BMPs 
to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites; (3) reduce 
construction site discharges of pollutants to the MS4 to the MEP; and (4) prevent 

                                            
36

 A construction site that includes a dredge and/or fill discharge to any water of the United States (e.g., wetland, channel, 
pond, or marine water) requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to CWA section 404 and a Water 
Quality Certification from the Regional Water Board or State Water Board pursuant to CWA section 401. 
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construction site discharges to the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation 
of water quality standards.  

Each permittee shall use an site system to track grading permits, encroachment 
permits, demolition permits, building permits, or construction permits (and any 
other municipal authorization to move soil and/ or construct or destruct that 
involves land disturbance) issued by each permittee. To satisfy this requirement, 
the use of a database or GIS system is recommended. 

For construction activity equal or greater than one acre, the Permittee must 
establish review procedures for construction site plans to determine potential 
water quality impacts and ensure the proposed controls are adequate. These 
procedures should include the preparation and submission of an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) containing elements of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to issuance of a grading or building permit as 
well as a review of individual pre-construction site plans to ensure consistency 
with local sediment and erosion control requirements. The requirement that 
ESCP/SWPPPs must be developed by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) is 
new for this iteration of the permit. This requirement ensures the development of 
high quality ESCP/SWPPPs that protect water quality to the MEP.  

A SWPPP must be appropriate for the type and complexity of a project and will 
be developed and implemented to address project specific conditions. Some 
projects may have similarities or complexities, yet each project is unique in its 
progressive state that requires specific description and selection of BMPs 
needed to address all possible generated pollutants. The Permittee must ensure 
that construction site operators select and implement appropriate erosion and 
sediment control measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts to receiving 
waters. To help guide their Construction Program and ensure consistency 
regarding BMP selection, the Permit requires the Permittee to develop or adopt 
BMP standards for a range of construction related activities. The list of activities 
is based on California Stormwater Quality Association’s (CASQA) Construction 
BMP handbook. The ESCP/SWPPP must include the rationale used for selecting 
or rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or authorized 
qualified designee, must sign a statement on the ESCP/SWPPP to the effect: 

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

The Permittee is responsible for conducting inspection and enforcement of 
erosion and sediment control measures at specified times and frequencies during 
construction including prior to land disturbance, during grading and land 
development, during streets and utilities activities, during vertical construction, 
and during final landscaping and site stabilization. The Permittees’ Municipal 
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Inspectors must be adequately trained and Permittees are encouraged to offer 
opportunities for inspectors to enroll in the State Water Board sponsored 
Qualified Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Practitioner (QSP) 
certification program. A progressive enforcement policy has been integrated into 
this iteration of the permit to ensure that adequate penalties are in place and to 
ensure the protection of receiving water quality.  

Prior to approving and/ or signing off for occupancy and issuing the Certificate of 
Occupancy for all construction projects subject to post-construction controls, 
each permittee shall inspect the constructed site design, source control and 
treatment control BMPs to verify that they have been constructed in compliance 
with all specifications, plans, permits, ordinances, and this Order. The initial/ 
acceptance BMP verification inspection does not constitute a maintenance and 
operation inspection. 

The Permittee must ensure that staff has proper training. In addition, the 
Permittee must develop and distribute training and educational material and 
conduct outreach to the development community. To ensure that the construction 
program is followed, construction operators must be educated about site 
requirements for control measures, local storm water requirements, enforcement 
activities, and penalties for non-compliance. 

8. Public Agency Activities Program 

a. Background 

Publically-owned or operated facilities serve as hubs of activity for a variety of 
municipal staff from many different departments. Some municipalities will have 
one property at which all activities take place (e.g., the municipal maintenance 
yard), whereas others will have several specialized facilities such as animal 
control facilities, chemical storage facilities, composting facilities, equipment 
storage and maintenance facilities, fueling facilities, hazardous waste disposal 
facilities, incinerators, landfills, materials storage yards, pesticide storage 
facilities, public buildings, public parking lots, public golf courses, public 
swimming pools, public parks, public marinas, recycling facilities, solid waste 
handling and transfer facilities, and flood control facilities. 

b. Program Implementation  

i. Public Construction Activities Management  

The Permittee is required to implement BMPs and comply with the Planning 
and Land Development Program requirements in Part VI.D.6 of this Order 
and the Development Construction Program requirements in Part VI.D.7 of 
this Order at applicable Permittee-owned or operated (i.e., public or 
Permittee sponsored) construction projects.  These requirements ensure 
that Permittee-owned or operated construction and development occurs in 
an equally protective manner as private development.  The Permittee is also 
required to implement an effective combination of erosion and sediment 
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control BMPs from Table 13 (see Construction Development Program, 
minimum BMPs) at those public sites that disturb less than one acre of soil. 
Last, the Permittee is required to obtain separate coverage under the State 
Water Board’s Construction General NPDES Permit for all Permittee-owned 
or operated construction sites that require coverage. 

ii. Public Facility Inventory  

A comprehensive list of publically-owned or operated facilities will help staff 
responsible for storm water compliance build a better awareness of their 
locations within the MS4 service area and their potential to contribute storm 
water pollutants. The inventory should include information on the location, 
contact person at the facility, activities performed at the facility, and whether 
the facility is covered under an industrial general storm water permit or other 
individual or general NPDES permit, or any applicable waivers issued by the 
Regional or State Water Board pertaining to storm water discharges. 
Incorporation of GIS into the inventory is encouraged. The facility inventory 
should be updated at least twice during the permit term and will serve as a 
basis for setting up periodic facility assessments and developing, where 
necessary, facility storm water pollution prevention plans. By developing an 
inventory of Permittee-owned facilities that are potential sources of storm 
water pollution helps to ensure that these facilities are monitored and 
receiving water quality is protected.  

iii. Inventory of Existing Development for Retrofitting Opportunities 

Each Permittee is required to maintain an updated inventory of all 
Permittee-owned or operated (i.e., public) facilities within its jurisdiction that 
are potential sources of storm water pollution.  This requirement is similar to 
the requirement of Order No. 01-182. In this Order, the incorporation of 
facility information into a GIS is recommended as this has been proven 
effective for effectively inventory and management of facilities and 
associated BMPs.  Given that facility operation, condition, and practices can 
change over a five year period, the Permittees are required to update its 
inventory at least twice during the term of this Order. 

In addition to developing an inventory of publically-owned or operated 
facilities, in this Order, Permittees are required to develop an inventory of 
existing development for retrofitting opportunities. The intention of adding 
this requirement to the permit is to encourage the use of retrofit projects that 
reduce storm water pollutants into the MS4 that are a result of impacts from 
existing development. Permittees are also required to evaluate and rank 
these retrofitting opportunities.  

iv. Public Agency Facility and Activity Management 

Each Permittee is required to manage its facilities in accordance with the 
State Water Board’s Industrial General NPDES Permit, where applicable, 
and shall ensure the implementation and maintenance of appropriate BMPs 
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at all facilities with a potential to pollute stormwater. Therefore, Permitees 
shall obtain separate coverage under the State Water Board’s Industrial 
General NPDES Permit for all Permittee-owned or operated facilities where 
industrial activities are conducted that require coverage under the Industrial 
General NPDES Permit and shall implement and maintain activity specific 
BMPs listed in Table 19 (BMPs for Public Agency Facilities and Activities).  

Many municipalities use third-party contractors to conduct municipal 
maintenance activities in lieu of using municipal employees. Contractors 
performing activities that can affect storm water quality must be held to the 
same standards as the Permittee. Not only must these expectations be 
defined in contracts between the Permittee and its contractors, but the 
Permittee is responsible for ensuring, through contractually-required 
documentation or periodic site visits, that contractors are using storm water 
controls and following standard operating procedures. Therefore, the 
Permittee shall ensure all contractors hired by the Permittee to conduct 
Public Agency Activities including, but not limited to, storm and/or sanitary 
sewer system inspection and repair, street sweeping, trash pick-up and 
disposal, and street and right-of-way construction and repair shall be 
contractually required to implement and maintain the activity specific BMPs 
listed in Table 18.  

v. Vehicle and Equipment Washing 

Specific BMPs for all fixed vehicle and equipment washing; including fire 
fighting and emergency response vehicles have been incorporated into this 
Order and must be implemented. In addition, specific BMPs for wash waters 
from vehicle and equipment washing. These requirements effectively 
prohibit the occurrence of illicit discharges resulting from unauthorized 
washing activities. 

vi. Landscape, Park, and Recreational Facilities Management 

Specific BMPs for public right-of-ways, flood control facilities and open 
channels, lakes and reservoirs, and landscape, park, and recreation 
facilities and activities have been included this Order, similar to those in 
Order No. 01-182 and the more recently adopted Ventura County MS4 
Permit, and must be implemented. These requirements are reflective of 
current environmentally responsible practices. 

vii. Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance 

Specific BMPs for storm drain operations and maintenance have been 
carried over from Order No. 01-182 into this Order.  

Permittees must prioritize catch basins for cleaning activities based on the 
volume of trash or debris.  
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The materials removed from catch basins may not reenter the MS4. The 
material must be dewatered in a contained area and the water treated with 
an appropriate and approved control measure or discharged to the sanitary 
sewer. The solid material will need to be stored and disposed of properly to 
avoid discharge during a storm event. Some materials removed from storm 
drains and open channels may require special handling and disposal, and 
may not be authorized to be disposed of in a landfill. 

viii. Streets, Roads, and Parking Facilities Maintenance 

Permittees must prioritize streets and/or street segments for sweeping 
activities based on the volume of trash generated on the street or street 
segments. Based on these established priorities, Permittees must conduct 
street sweeping twice per month on the highest priority streets (Priority A), 
once per month on the medium priority streets (Priority B), and as needed 
but not less than once per year on the lowest priority streets (Priority C). In 
addition parking facilities must be cleaned using street sweeping equipment 
no less than two times per month and inspect no less than two times per 
month to determine if cleaning is necessary.  

Specific BMPs for road reconstruction have been incorporated into this 
Order and must be followed during road repaving activities.  

ix. Emergency Procedures 

Permittees are required to conduct repairs of essential public service 
systems and infrastructure in emergency situations. These requirements 
ensure the protection of water quality. BMPs must be implemented to 
reduce the threat to water quality and the Regional Water Board must be 
notified of the occurrence, an explanation of the circumstances and 
measures taken to reduce the threat to water quality within 30 business 
days after the emergency has passed.  

x. Municipal Employee and Contractor Training 

Permittees are required to ensure that training is provided for employees 
and contractors that have job duties or participate in activities that have the 
potential to affect storm water quality. The training should promote a general 
understanding of the potential for activities to pollute storm water and 
include information on the identification of opportunities to require, 
implement, and maintain BMPs associated with the activities they perform. 
In addition training specific to employees or contractors that use or have the 
potential to use pesticides or fertilizers should be provided. This training 
should instruct employees and contractors on the potential for pesticide-
related surface water toxicity, the proper use, handling and disposal of 
pesticides, the least toxic methods of pest prevention and control, and the 
overall reduction of pesticide use. 
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Many municipalities use third-party contractors to conduct municipal 
maintenance activities in lieu of using municipal employees. Contractors 
performing activities that can affect storm water quality must be held to the 
same standards as the Permittee. Not only must these expectations be 
defined in contracts between the Permittee and its contractors, but the 
Permittee is responsible for ensuring, through contractually-required 
documentation or periodic site visits, that contractors are using storm water 
controls and following standard operating procedures.  

9. Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination Program 

a. Legal Authority 

A proposed management program “shall be based on a description of a program, 
including a schedule, to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the 
municipal storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges 
and improper disposal into the storm sewer,” per 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).  A Permittee must include in its proposed management 
program “a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce an 
ordinance, orders or similar means to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal 
storm sewer system,” per subsection (1) of the above federal regulation. 

 
USEPA stormwater regulations define "illicit discharge" as "any discharge to a 
municipal separate storm sewer that is not composed entirely of stormwater" 
except discharges resulting from fire fighting activities and discharges from 
NPDES permitted sources (see 40 CFR section 122.26(b)(2)). The applicable 
regulations state that the following non-stormwater discharges may be allowed if 
they are not determined to be a significant source of pollutants to the MS4: water 
line flushing, landscape irrigation, diverted stream flows, rising ground waters, 
uncontaminated ground water infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR section 
35.2005(20)), uncontaminated pumped ground water, discharges from potable 
water sources, foundation drains, air conditioning condensation, irrigation water, 
springs, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn watering, individual 
residential car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands, dechlorinated 
swimming pool discharges, and street wash water. If, however, these discharges 
are determined to be a significant source of pollution then they must be 
prohibited. 

 
Examples of common sources of illicit discharges in urban areas include 
apartments and homes, car washes, restaurants, airports, landfills, and gas 
stations. These so called "generating sites" discharge sanitary wastewater, septic 
system effluent, vehicle wash water, washdown from grease traps, motor oil, 
antifreeze, gasoline and fuel spills, among other substances. Although these illicit 
discharges can enter the storm drain system in various ways, they generally 
result from either direct connections (e.g., wastewater piping either mistakenly or 
deliberately connected to the storm drains) or indirect connections (e.g., 
infiltration into the storm drain system, spills, or "midnight dumping"). Illicit 
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discharges can be further divided into those discharging continuously and those 
discharging intermittently. 

 
b. Illicit Discharge Source Investigation and Elimination 

Section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) of the CWA requires MS4 permits to “effectively prohibit 
non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewers.” The permit implements this 
requirement, in part by requiring the development of procedures to investigate 
and eliminate illicit discharges. The permittee must develop a clear, step-by-step 
procedure for conducting the investigation of illicit discharges. The procedure 
must include an investigation protocol that clearly defines what constitutes an 
illicit discharge and what steps shall be taken to identify and eliminate its source. 
In many circumstances, sources of intermittent, illicit discharges are very difficult 
to locate, and these cases may remain unresolved. The permit requires that each 
case be conducted in accordance with the procedures developed to locate the 
source and conclude the investigation, after which the case may be considered 
closed. These procedures should be completed per the Progressive Enforcement 
Policy identified in Part VI.D.2 of this Order and should include enforcement as 
necessary to ensure the elimination of the illicit discharge/connection.   
 
Illicit discharges may also originate in upstream jurisdictions and therefore this 
Order establishes procedures for communicating with upstream entities and 
providing information that may prove helpful in their investigation of its source(s).  
 
If a Permittee is unable to eliminate an ongoing illicit discharge following full 
execution of its legal authority and in accordance with its Progressive 
Enforcement Policy, or other circumstances prevent the full elimination of an 
ongoing illicit discharge, including the inability to find the responsible 
party/parties, the Permittee shall provide for diversion of the entire flow to the 
sanitary sewer or provide treatment. In either instance, the Permittee shall notify 
the Regional Water Board in writing within 30 days of such determination and 
shall provide a written plan for review and comment that describes the efforts that 
have been undertaken to eliminate the illicit discharge, a description of the 
actions to be undertaken, anticipated costs, and a schedule for completion.  The 
goal of these requirements is to provide a permanent solution for ongoing illicit 
discharges. 
 

c. Identification and Response to Illicit Connections  

Illicit connections to the MS4 can lead to the direct discharge or infiltration of 
sewage or other prohibited discharges into the MS4. Permitees have been 
conducting illicit connection screening throughout the term of Order No. 01-182 
and this Order requires a continuation of response efforts once an illicit 
connection is identified. This Order establishes unique obligations for the 
LACFCD and for the individual Permitees. The requirements for LACFCD are 
based on the unique obligations and infrastructure of a regional flood control 
district.  Requirements for the individual Permittees require the investigation and 
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follow-up of all illicit connections within 21 days of identification and elimination 
within 180 days. 

d. Public Reporting of Non-Storm Water Discharges and Spills   

Each Permittee needs to promote a program to help in the identification and 
termination of illicit discharges. This Order establishes requirements for the 
Permitees, individually or as a group, to develop public education campaigns and 
reporting numbers which are intended to promote public reporting of illicit 
discharges. Specifically, a stormwater hotline can be used to help permittees 
become aware of and mitigate spills or dumping incidents. Spills can include 
everything from an overturned gasoline tanker to sediment leaving a construction 
site to a sanitary sewer overflow entering into a storm drain. Permittees must set 
up a hotline consisting of any of the following (or combination thereof): a 
dedicated or non-dedicated phone line, E-mail address, or website. 
 
This Order also requires development of written procedures for receiving and 
responding to calls from the public and for maintaining documentation about 
reported illicit discharges and spills and their investigation and remedy.  These 
requirements are intended to ensure that reliable and consistent practices are 
deployed to address this persistent problem.  

e. Spill Response Plan 

Spills, leaks, sanitary sewer overflows, and illicit dumping or discharges can 
introduce a range of stormwater pollutants into the storm system. Prompt 
response to these occurrences is the best way to prevent or reduce negative 
impacts to waterbodies. The permittee must develop a spill response plan that 
includes an investigation procedure similar to or in conjunction with the 
investigation procedures developed for illicit discharges in general. Often, a 
different entity might be responsible for spill response in a community (i.e. fire 
department), therefore, it is imperative that adequate communication exists 
between stormwater and spill response staff to ensure that spills are documented 
and investigated in a timely manner. 

 
f. Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Education and Training 

The permit requires each Permittee to train field staff, who may come into contact 
or observe illicit discharges, on the identification and proper procedures for 
reporting illicit discharges. Field staff to be trained may include, but are not 
limited to, municipal maintenance staff, inspectors, and other staff whose job 
responsibilities regularly take them out of the office and into areas within the MS4 
area. Permittee field staff are out in the community every day and are in the best 
position to locate and report spills, illicit discharges, and potentially polluting 
activities. With proper training and information on reporting illicit discharges 
easily accessible, these field staff can greatly expand the reach of the IDDE 
program. 
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D. Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions 

Clean Water Act section 303(d)(1)(A) requires each State to conduct a biennial 
assessment of its waters, and identify those waters that are not achieving water quality 
standards.  These waters are identified as impaired on the State’s Clean Water Act 
section “303(d) List” of water quality limited segments.  The Clean Water Act also 
requires States to establish a priority ranking for waters on the 303(d) List and to 
develop and implement Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waters.  A 
TMDL specifies the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and 
still meet water quality standards, and allocates the acceptable pollutant load to point 
and nonpoint sources.  The elements of a TMDL are described in 40 CFR sections 
130.2 and 130.7.  A TMDL is defined as “the sum of the individual waste load 
allocations for point sources and load allocations for nonpoint sources and natural 
background” (40 CFR § 130.2).  Regulations further require that TMDLs must be set at 
“levels necessary to attain and maintain the applicable narrative and numeric water 
quality standards with seasonal variations and a margin of safety that takes into account 
any lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and 
water quality” (40 CFR section 130.7(c)(1)).  The regulations at 40 CFR section 130.7 
also state that TMDLs shall take into account critical conditions for stream flow, loading 
and water quality parameters. Essentially, TMDLs serve as a backstop provision of the 
CWA designed to implement water quality standards when other provisions have failed 
to achieve water quality standards.  
 
Upon establishment of TMDLs by the State or the USEPA, the State is required to 
incorporate, or reference, the TMDLs in the State Water Quality Management Plan (40 
CFR sections 130.6(c)(1) and 130.7).  The Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan, and 
applicable statewide plans, serves as the State Water Quality Management Plan 
governing the watersheds under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Board.  When 
adopting TMDLs as part of its Basin Plan, the Regional Water Board includes, as part of 
the TMDL, a program for implementation of the WLAs for point sources and load 
allocations (LAs) for nonpoint sources. 
 
TMDLs are not self-executing, but instead rely upon further Board orders to impose 
pollutant restrictions on discharges to achieve the TMDL’s WLAs. Federal regulations 
require that NPDES permits must include conditions consistent with the assumptions 
and requirements of any available waste load allocation (40 CFR section 
122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)). Similarly, state law requires both that the Regional Water Board 
implement its Basin Plan when adopting waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and 
that NPDES permits apply “any more stringent effluent standards or limitations 
necessary to implement water quality control plans…” (Cal. Wat. Code §§ 13263, 
13377). 
 
An NPDES permit should incorporate the WLAs as numeric WQBELs, where feasible.  
Where a non-numeric permit limitation is selected, such as BMPs, the permit’s 
administrative record must support the expectation that the BMPs are sufficient to 
achieve the WLAs. (40 CFR §§ 124.8, 124.9, and 124.18.)  The USEPA has published 
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guidance for establishing WLAs for storm water discharges in TMDLs and their 
incorporation as numeric WQBELs in MS4 permits.37 
 
As required, permit conditions are included in this Order consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of the available WLAs assigned to MS4 discharges, 
which have been established in thirty-three TMDLs.  The Regional Water Board 
adopted twenty-five (25) TMDLs and USEPA established seven (7) TMDLs that assign 
WLAs to MS4 Permittees within the County of Los Angeles.  In addition, the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Board adopted a TMDL that assigns WLAs to the Cities of Pomona and 
Claremont.  The TMDLs included in this Order along with the adoption and approval 
dates are listed in the table below.  Permit conditions for two of these TMDLs – the 
Marina del Rey Harbor Bacteria TMDL and the Los Angeles River Watershed Trash 
TMDL – were previously incorporated into Order No. 01-182 during re-openers in 2007 
and 2009, respectively (Orders R4-2007-0042 and R4-2009-0130). TMDLs are typically 
developed on a watershed or subwatershed basis, which facilitates a more accurate 
assessment of cumulative impacts of pollutants from all sources.  An overview of each 
Watershed Management Area, including the TMDLs applicable to it, is provided below. 
 
TMDLs with Resolution Numbers, Adoption Dates and Effective Dates 

                                            
37

  USEPA (2010) “Revisions to the November 22, 2002 Memorandum ‘Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those TMDLs’.” Issued 
by James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management and Denise Keehner, Director, Office of Wetlands, Oceans 
and Watersheds. November 12, 2010. 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area 

Santa Clara River Nitrogen 
Compounds TMDL 

2003-011 8/7/2003 2003-0073 11/19/2003 2/27/2004 3/18/2004 3/23/2004 

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride 
TMDL 

2008-012 12/11/2008 2009-0077 10/20/2009 1/26/2010 4/6/2010 4/6/2010 

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, and 
Lake Hughes Trash TMDL (Lake 
Elizabeth only) 

2007-009 6/7/2007 2007-0073 12/4/2007 2/8/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Santa Clara River Estuary and 
Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator 
Bacteria TMDL 

R10-006 7/8/2010 2011-0048 10/4/2011 12/19/2011 1/13/2012 3/21/2012 

Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria 
TMDL (Dry Weather) 

2002-004 1/24/2002 2002-0149 9/19/2002 12/9/2002 6/19/2003 7/15/2003 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria 
TMDL (Wet Weather) 

2002-022 12/12/2002 2003-0022 3/19/2003 5/20/2003 6/19/2003 7/15/2003 

Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and 
Offshore Debris TMDL 

R10-010 11/4/2010 2011-0064 12/6/2011 3/15/2012 3/20/2012 3/20/2012 

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs 
and PCBs (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria 
TMDL 

2004-019R 12/13/2004 2005-0072 9/22/2005 12/1/2005 1/10/2006 1/24/2006 

Malibu Creek Watershed Trash 
TMDL 

2008-007 5/1/2008 2009-0029 3/17/2009 6/16/2009 6/26/2009 7/7/2009 

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/21/2003 N/A 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed 

Ballona Creek Trash TMDL 2004-023 3/4/2004 2004-0059 9/30/2004 2/8/2005 N/A 8/11/2005 

Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL 

2005-008 7/7/2005 2005-0076 10/20/2005 12/15/2005 12/22/2005 1/11/2006 

Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and 
Sepulveda Channel Bacteria TMDL 

2006-011 6/8/2006 2006-0092 11/15/2006 2/20/2007 3/26/2007 4/27/2007 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Ballona Creek Metals TMDL 2007-015 9/6/2007 2008-0045 6/17/2008 10/6/2008 10/29/2008 10/29/2008 

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for 
Sediment and Invasive Exotic 
Vegetation (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' 
Beach and Back Basins Bacteria 
TMDL 

2003-012 8/7/2003 2003-0072 11/19/2003 1/30/2004 3/18/2004 3/18/2004 

Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL 

2005-012 10/6/2005 2006-0006 1/13/2006 3/13/2006 3/16/2006 3/22/2006 

Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbors Waters Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL 
(Inner Cabrillo Beach and Main Ship 
Channel) 

2004-011 7/1/2004 2004-0071 10/21/2004 1/5/2005 3/1/2005 3/10/2005 

Machado Lake Trash TMDL 2007-006 6/7/2007 2007-0075 12/4/2007 2/8/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL 2008-006 5/1/2008 2008-0089 12/2/2008 2/19/2009 3/11/2009 3/11/2009 

Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs 
TMDL 

R10-008 9/2/2010 2011-0065 12/6/2011 2/29/2012 3/20/2012 3/20/2012 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor 
Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

R11-008 5/5/2011 2012-0008 2/7/2012 3/21/2012 3/23/2012 3/23/2012 

Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash 
TMDL 

2007-012 8/9/2007 2008-0024 4/15/2008 7/1/2008 7/24/2008 9/23/2008 

Los Angeles River Nitrogen 
Compounds and Related Effects 
TMDL 

2003-016 12/4/2003 2004-0014 3/24/2004 9/27/2004 N/A 9/27/2004 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries 
Metals TMDL 

R10-003 5/6/2010 2011-0021 4/19/2011 7/28/2011 11/3/2011 11/3/2011 

Los Angeles River Bacteria TMDL R10-007 7/9/2010 2011-0056 11/1/2011 3/21/2012 3/23/2012 3/23/2012 

Long Beach City Beaches and Los 
Angeles River Estuary Bacteria 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
(USEPA established for Lake 
Calabasas, Echo Park Lake, and 
Peck Road Park Lake) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area 

San Gabriel River and Impaired 
Tributaries Metals and Selenium 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2007 N/A 

Legg Lake Trash TMDL 2007-010 6/7/2007 2007-0074 12/4/2007 2/5/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
(USEPA established for Legg Lake 
and Puddingstone Reservoir) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area 

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL 
(USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/17/2010 N/A 

Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, 
PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and 
Metals TMDL 

R09-005 10/1/2009 2010-0056 11/16/2010 5/6/2011 6/14/2011 7/28/2011 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area (Santa Ana Region TMDL) 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed 
Bacteria Indicator TMDL 

R8-2005-0001 8/26/2005 2006-0030 5/15/2006 9/1/2006 5/16/2007 5/16/2007 
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Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area.  The Santa Clara River and its 
tributaries drain a watershed area of 1,634 square miles (sq. miles) (Figure B-1).  Santa 
Clara River Reaches 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B and major tributaries Santa Paula, Sespe and Piru 
Creeks are in Ventura County.  Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6, 7, 8 and major 
tributaries Castaic, San Francisquito, and Bouquet Canyon Creeks are in Los Angeles 
County.  About 40% of the watershed, the Upper Santa Clara River, is located in County 
of Los Angeles.  Approximately, 75% of the Upper Santa Clara River watershed is open 
space used for recreation in the Angeles National Forest.  The remainder of the upper 
portion of the watershed is characterized by a mixture of residential, mixed urban, and 
industrial land uses with low density residential more common in the uppermost areas of 
the watershed, while high density residential is more prevalent in the City of Santa 
Clarita.   
 
Various reaches of the Santa Clara River are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of 
impaired water bodies for nitrogen, bacteria, chloride, and trash (in lakes), among other 
pollutants.  The excess nitrogen compounds are causing impairments to the WARM, 
WILD, and GWR designated beneficial uses of the Santa Clara River in Reaches 3, 7 
and 8. The elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the REC-1 
and REC-2 designated beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 
3, 5, 6, and 7.  The excessive levels of chloride are impairing the AGR and GWR 
designated beneficial uses of the Upper Santa Clara River Reaches 4A, 4B, 5 and 6. 
The trash in Lake Elizabeth is causing impairments to the WARM, WILD, RARE, REC-1 
and REC-2 designated beneficial uses.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board to address the impairments 
due to nitrogen, bacteria and chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River Watershed and for 
trash in Lake Elizabeth. Each of these TMDLs identifies MS4 discharges as a source of 
pollutants and assigns allocations to MS4 discharges. In the nitrogen compounds 
TMDL, storm water discharges were identified as potentially contributing nitrogen loads. 
Data from land use monitoring conducting under the LA County MS4 Permit from 1994-
1999 indicate some concentrations of ammonia from commercial land uses in excess of 
the 30-day average concentration based WLA of 1.75 mg/l, and potential concentrations 
of nitrate-N and nitrite-N from residential land uses in excess of the WLA of 6.8 mg/l. 
Recent data from the 2010-11 annual monitoring report indicate low levels of ammonia 
and nitrite at the mass emissions station (S29) in the Santa Clara River, and 
concentrations of nitrate-N ranging from 1.38-1.66 mg/l in dry weather and 0.015-1.86 
mg/l in wet weather. In the chloride TMDL, major point sources are assigned a WLA of 
100 mg/l. Data from land use monitoring conducted under the LA County MS4 Permit 
from 1994-99 indicate chloride concentrations ranging from 3.2-48 mg/l, while more 
recent data from the mass emissions station (S29) indicate concentrations ranging from 
116-126 mg/l in dry weather, and 25.1-96.3 mg/l in wet weather. For the bacteria TMDL, 
the Regional Water Board found that the significant contributors of bacteria loading to 
the Santa Clara River are discharges of storm water and non-storm water from the 
MS4. For the trash TMDL, discharges from the MS4 are sources of trash discharged to 
Lake Elizabeth.  
 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area.  The Santa Monica Bay Watershed 
Management Area (WMA) encompasses an area of 414 sq. miles (Figure B-2).  Its 
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borders reach from the crest of the Santa Monica Mountains on the north and from the 
Ventura-Los Angeles County line to downtown Los Angeles.  From there it extends 
south and west across the Los Angeles plain to include the area east of Ballona Creek 
and north of the Baldwin Hills.  A narrow strip of land between Playa del Rey and Palos 
Verdes drains to the Bay south of Ballona Creek.  The WMA includes several 
subwatersheds, the two largest being Malibu Creek to the north (west) and Ballona 
Creek to the south.  SCAG land use data from 2005 shows 62% of the area is open 
space, high density residential is 17% of the area, and low density residential is 2.3% of 
the area.  Commercial and industrial land uses total 6% of the area and are found in all 
but a handful of the subwatersheds.   
 
Many of the Santa Monica Bay beaches were identified on the 1998 CWA Section 
303(d) List of impaired water bodies for high coliform counts and beach closures.  Santa 
Monica Bay offshore and nearshore is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired 
water bodies for debris, DDTs, PCBs and sediment toxicity.  The elevated bacterial 
indicator densities during both dry and wet weather are causing impairments of the 
REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay beaches. The 
debris and elevated concentrations of DDT and PCBs are causing impairments to the 
IND, NAV, REC-1, REC-2, COMM, EST, MAR, BIOL, MIGR, WILD, RARE, SPWN, 
SHELL, and WET designated beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board and USEPA for bacteria at 
Santa Monica Bay Beaches, and for debris, DDTs, PCBs and sediment toxicity in Santa 
Monica Bay.  In the bacteria TMDL, the Regional Water Board determined that 
discharges of storm water and non-storm water from the MS4 are the primary source of 
elevated bacterial indicator densities to Santa Monica Bay beaches during dry and wet 
weather. In the debris TMDL, the Regional Water Board determined that most of the 
land-based debris is discharged to the marine environment through the MS4. In the 
DDT and PCBs TMDL, USEPA determined that although DDT is no longer used, it 
persists in the environment, adhering strongly to soil particles.  The manufacture of 
PCBs is no longer legal, but PCBs also persist in the environment and are inadvertently 
produced as a result of some manufacturing processes.  Both DDT and PCBs are 
transported in contaminated sediments via urban runoff through the MS4 to Santa 
Monica Bay.  
 
The Malibu Creek subwatershed drains an area of about 109 square miles (Figure B-
2a).  Approximately two-thirds of this subwatershed lies in Los Angeles County and the 
remaining third in Ventura County.  Much of the land is part of the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area and is under the purview of the National Parks 
Service.  The watershed borders the eastern portion of Ventura County to the west and 
north and Los Angeles River watershed to the east.  Major tributaries include Cold 
Creek, Lindero Creek, Las Virgenes Creek, Medea Creek, and Triunfo Creek.  Located 
at the end of and receiving flows from Malibu Creek is the 40-acre Malibu Lagoon.  The 
Malibu Creek subwatershed land uses are 88% open space, 3% commercial/light 
industry, 9% residential and less than 1% public.   
 
The Malibu Creek Watershed is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired water 
bodies for bacteria, nutrients, and trash.  Elevated bacterial indicator densities are 
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causing impairment of the REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Malibu 
Creek, Malibu Lagoon, and the adjacent beaches.  Excess nutrients are causing 
impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, WARM, COLD, EST, MAR, WILD, RARE, MIGR, 
and SPWN designated beneficial uses of waterbodies in the Malibu Creek Watershed.  
Trash is causing impairments to the MUN, GWR, REC-1, REC-2, WARM, COLD, MIGR, 
WILD, RARE, SPWN, and WET designated beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the 
Malibu Creek Watershed.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for bacteria and trash in 
Malibu Creek.  USEPA established a TMDL for nutrients in Malibu Creek.  Fecal 
coliform bacteria may be introduced from a variety of sources including storm water and 
non-storm water discharges from the MS4. USEPA determined that high nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings are associated with storm water discharges from commercial and 
residential land uses and also from undeveloped areas.  During the summer non-storm 
water discharges add a significant portion of the load. The Regional Water Board 
determined in the trash TMDL that discharges from the MS4 are a source of trash to 
waterbodies in the Malibu Creek Watershed.   
 
Ballona Creek and its tributaries drain a subwatershed of about 127 square miles 
(Figure B-2b).  The watershed boundary extends in the east from the crest of the Santa 
Monica Mountains southward and westward to the vicinity of central Los Angeles and 
thence to Baldwin Hills.  Tributaries of Ballona Creek include Centinela Creek, 
Sepulveda Canyon Channel, Benedict Canyon Channel, and numerous other storm 
drains.  Ballona Creek is concrete lined upstream of Centinela Boulevard.  All of its 
tributaries are either concrete channels or covered culverts.  The channel downstream 
of Centinela Boulevard is trapezoidal composed of grouted rip-rap side slopes and an 
earth bottom.  The urbanized areas of Ballona Creek, which consists of residential and 
commercial properties, accounts for 80% of the watershed; the partially developed 
foothill and mountains make up the other 20%.   
 
Ballona Creek and Ballona Creek Estuary is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List for 
trash, toxicity, bacteria, and metals.  The Ballona Creek Wetlands is on the 2010 CWA 
Section 303(d) List for trash, exotic vegetation, habitat alterations and 
hydromodification.  Trash is causing impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, WARM, WILD, 
EST, MAR, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, WET, and COLD designated beneficial uses 
of Ballona Creek. A suite of toxic pollutants, including cadmium, copper, lead, silver, 
zinc, chlordane, DDT, PCBs, and PAHs in sediments and dissolved copper, dissolved 
lead, total selenium, and dissolved zinc, are causing impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, 
EST, MAR, WILD, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, and SHELL designated beneficial 
uses of Ballona Creek Estuary and Ballona Creek and Sepulveda Channel, 
respectively. The elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the 
REC-1, LREC-1, and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Ballona Creek and Ballona 
Estuary.  The excess sediment and invasive exotic vegetation is causing impairments to 
the EST, MIGR, RARE, REC-1, REC-2, SPWN, WET, and WILD designated beneficial 
uses of the Ballona Creek Wetlands.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, metals and toxic 
pollutants in Ballona Creek and Estuary, and bacteria.  USEPA established a TMDL for 
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Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation in the Ballona Creek Wetlands.  Stormwater 
discharge is the major source of trash in Ballona Creek. Urban storm water has been 
recognized as a substantial source of metals.  Storm drains convey a large percentage 
of the metals loadings during dry weather because although their flows are typically low, 
concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be quite high. Because metals are typically 
associated with fine particles in storm water runoff, they have the potential to 
accumulate in estuarine sediments where they may pose a risk of toxicity.  Similar to 
metals, the majority of organic constituents in storm water are associated with 
particulates.  There is toxicity associated with suspended solids in urban runoff 
discharged from Ballona Creek, as well as with the receiving water sediments.  This 
toxicity is likely attributed to metals and organics associated with the suspended 
sediments. The major contributors of flows and associated bacteria loading to Ballona 
Creek and Ballona Estuary are storm water and non-storm water discharges from the 
MS4. The potential for sediment loading into the Ballona Creek Wetlands is associated 
with the flow coming down the watershed. Sediment moves from the watershed through 
the MS4 as a result of storms, wind and land based runoff. Major storms usually take 
place in winter and are responsible for major movements of sediment down the 
watershed into Ballona Creek and Ballona Wetland towards the coastal waterbodies. 
These activities can lead to discharge of large quantities of sediments in runoff.  
 
The Marina del Rey subwatershed is approximately 2.9 square miles located adjacent 
to the mouth of Ballona Creek.  The Marina del Rey subwatershed is highly developed 
at 80%, the remaining 20% is split between water and open/recreation land uses.   
 
Marina del Rey is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List for bacteria and sediment 
concentrations of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCBs, chlordane, and sediment toxicity.  The 
elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the REC-1 and REC-2 
designated beneficial uses at Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach and back basins. 
The toxic pollutants are causing impairments to the REC-1, MAR, WILD, COMM, and 
SHELL designated beneficial uses of the Marina del Rey Harbor.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for bacteria and toxic 
pollutants.  Non-storm water and storm water discharges from the MS4 are the primary 
sources of elevated bacterial indicator densities to Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ 
Beach and back basins during dry and wet weather. Urban storm water has been 
recognized as a substantial source of metals. Numerous researchers have documented 
that the most prevalent metals in urban storm water (i.e., copper, lead, and zinc) are 
consistently associated with suspended solids. Because metals are typically associated 
with fine particles in storm water runoff, they have the potential to accumulate in marine 
sediments where they may pose a risk of toxicity. Similar to metals, the majority of 
organic constituents in storm water are associated with particulates.  
 
Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor Waters Watershed Management Area.  
The Dominguez Channel and Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbors Watershed 
Management Area (Dominguez WMA) is located in the southern portion of the Los 
Angeles Basin (Figure B-3).  Los Angeles Harbor is 7,500 acres and the Long Beach 
Harbor is 7,600 acres; together they have an open water area of approximately 8,128 
acres.  The 15 mile-long Dominguez Channel drains a densely urbanized area to Inner 
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Los Angeles Harbor.  Near the end of the 19th century and during the beginning of the 
next century, channels were dredged, marshes were filled, wharves were constructed, 
the Los Angeles River was diverted, and breakwaters were constructed in order to allow 
deep draft ships to be directly offloaded at the docks.  The Dominguez Slough was 
completely channelized and became the drainage endpoint for runoff from a highly 
industrialized area.  Eventually, the greater San Pedro Bay was enclosed by two more 
breakwaters and deep entrance channels were dredged to allow for entry of ships.   
 
Various reaches of the Dominguez WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of 
impaired water bodies for metals, DDT, PCBs, PAHs, historic pesticides, coliform, and 
sediment toxicity.  The elevated bacteria indicator densities is causing impairments to 
the SHELL, REC-1, and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Los Angeles Harbor.  The 
elevated levels of metals and organics are causing impairments to beneficial uses 
designated in these waters to protect aquatic life, including MAR and RARE. In addition, 
the elevated levels are causing impairments in the estuaries, which are designated with 
SPWN, MIGR, and WILD beneficial uses. Dominguez Channel also has an existing 
designated use of WARM and the Los Angeles River Estuary has the designated use of 
WET. Beneficial uses associated with human use of these waters that are impaired due 
to the elevated concentrations of metals and organics include REC-1, REC-2, IND, 
NAV, COMM, and SHELL.   
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for toxic pollutants in the 
Dominguez WMA and for bacteria at Inner Cabrillo Beach and the Main Ship Channel.  
Discharges from the MS4 are a source of elevated bacterial indicator densities to Inner 
Cabrillo Beach and the Main Ship Channel during dry and wet weather. The major point 
sources of organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, and metals into Dominguez Channel are 
storm water and non-storm water discharges.  The contaminated sediments are a 
reservoir of historically deposited pollutants. Storm water runoff from manufacturing, 
military facilities, fish processing plants, wastewater treatment plants, oil production 
facilities, and shipbuilding or repair yards in both Ports have discharged untreated or 
partially treated wastes into Harbor waters. Current activities also contribute pollutants 
to Harbor sediments, in particular, storm water runoff.  
 
Machado Lake is listed for trash, nutrients, PCBs and historic pesticides.  Trash, 
nutrients and toxic pollutants are causing impairments to the WARM, WET, RARE, 
WILD, REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Machado Lake. TMDLs have 
been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, nutrients, PCBs and pesticides for 
Machado Lake.  The point sources of trash and nutrients into Machado Lake are storm 
water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4.  Storm water discharges occur 
through the following sub-drainage systems: Drain 553, Wilmington Drain, Project 
77/510, and Walteria Lake.  
 
Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area.  The Los Angeles River 
Watershed Management Area (LAR WMA) drains a watershed of 824 square miles 
(Figure B-4).  The LAR WMA is one of the largest in the Region and is also one of the 
most diverse in terms of land use patterns.  Approximately 324 square miles of the 
watershed are covered by forest or open space land including the area near the 
headwaters, which originate in the Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and San Gabriel 
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Mountains.  The remainder of the watershed is highly developed.  The river flows 
through the San Fernando Valley past heavily developed residential and commercial 
areas.  From the Arroyo Seco, north of downtown Los Angeles, to the confluence with 
the Rio Hondo, the river flows through industrial and commercial areas and is bordered 
by rail yards, freeways, and major commercial and government buildings.  From the Rio 
Hondo to the Pacific Ocean, the river flows through industrial, residential, and 
commercial areas, including major refineries and petroleum products storage facilities, 
major freeways, rail lines, and rail yards serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach. Due to major flood events at the beginning of the century, by the 1950s most of 
the LA River was lined with concrete.  In the San Fernando Valley, there is a section of 
the river with a soft bottom at the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin.  At the eastern end of 
the San Fernando Valley, the river bends around the Hollywood Hills and flows through 
Griffith and Elysian Parks, in an area known as the Glendale Narrows.  Since the water 
table was too high to allow laying of concrete, the river in this area has a rocky, unlined 
bottom with concrete-lined or rip-rap sides.  South of the Glendale Narrows, the river is 
contained in a concrete-lined channel down to Willow Street in Long Beach.  The LA 
River tidal prism/estuary begins in Long Beach at Willow Street and runs approximately 
three miles before joining with Queensway Bay.  The channel has a soft bottom in this 
reach with concrete-lined sides.  A number of lakes are also part of the LAR WMA, 
including Peck Road Park, Belvedere Park, Hollenbeck Park, Lincoln Park, and Echo 
Park Lakes as well as Lake Calabasas.   
 
Various reaches and lakes within the LAR WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) 
List of impaired water bodies for trash, nitrogen compounds and related effects 
(ammonia, nitrate, nitrite, algae, pH, odor, and scum), metals (copper, cadmium, lead, 
zinc, aluminum and selenium), bacteria, and historic pesticides.  Beneficial uses 
impaired by trash in the Los Angeles River are REC-1, REC-2, WARM, WILD, EST, 
MAR, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, WET and COLD. The excess nitrogen compounds 
are causing impairments to the WARM and WILD designated beneficial uses of Los 
Angeles River. Excess metals are causing impairments to the WILD, RARE, WARM, 
WET, and GWR designated beneficial uses of the Los Angeles River and its tributaries. 
Elevated indicator bacteria densities are causing impairments to the REC-1 and REC-2 
designated beneficial uses of Los Angeles River and the Los Angeles River Estuary.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, nitrogen, metals, 
and bacteria in the Los Angeles River.  USEPA established TMDLs for bacteria in the 
Los Angeles River Estuary and for various pollutants in Los Angeles Area Lakes.  The 
Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL identifies discharges from the municipal 
separate storm sewer system as the principal source of trash to the Los Angeles River 
and its tributaries. The Regional Water Board determined that urban runoff and storm 
water may contribute to nitrate loads.  Discharges from the MS4 contribute a large 
percentage of the metals loadings during dry weather because although non-storm 
water flows from the MS4 are typically low relative to other discharges during dry 
weather, concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be quite high.  During wet 
weather, most of the metals loadings are in the particulate form and are associated with 
wet-weather storm water flow. On an annual basis, storm water discharges from the 
MS4 contribute about 40% of the cadmium loading, 80% of the copper loading, 95% of 
the lead loading, and 90% of the zinc loading. Discharges from the MS4 are the 
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principal source of bacteria to the Los Angeles River, its tributaries and the Los Angeles 
River Estuary in both dry weather and wet weather.  
 
The Los Angeles Water Board identified 10 lakes in the Los Angeles region as impaired 
by algae, ammonia, chlordane, copper, DDT, eutrophication, lead, organic 
enrichment/low dissolved oxygen, mercury, odor, PCBs, pH and/or trash and placed 
them on California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  For several lakes, USEPA 
concluded that ammonia, pH, copper and/or lead are currently meeting water quality 
standards and TMDLs are not required at this time. In other lakes, recent chlordane and 
dieldrin data indicate additional impairment.  Associated with this WMA are:  Lake 
Calabasas TMDLs for total nitrogen and total phosphorus; Echo Park Lake TMDLs for 
nutrients (total nitrogen and total phosphorus), total chlordane, dieldrin, total PCBs, and 
trash; and Peck Road Park Lake TMDLs for nutrients (total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus), total chlordane, total DDT, dieldrin, total PCBs, and trash.   
 
In Lake Calabasas beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients include 
REC1, REC2, and WARM. At high enough concentrations, WILD and MUN uses could 
also become impaired.  MS4 discharges from the surrounding watershed to Lake 
Calabasas during dry and wet weather contributes 97.7 percent of the total phosphorus 
load and 74.4 percent of the total nitrogen load.   
 
In Echo Park Lake beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients, PCBs, 
chlordane, and dieldrin are currently impairing the REC1, REC2, and WARM uses. At 
high enough concentrations WILD and MUN uses could also become impaired.  
Beneficial uses impaired by trash in Echo Park Lake include REC1, REC2, WARM and 
WILD.  The Echo Park Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 discharges from the 
northern and southern watershed to Echo Lake contribute 29 percent of the total 
phosphorus load and 28 percent of the total nitrogen load during wet weather with dry 
weather loading data unavailable due to the majority of runoff being diverted 
downstream of the lake.  PCBs, chlordane, and dieldrin in Echo Park Lake are primarily 
due to historical loading and storage within the lake sediments, with some ongoing 
contribution by watershed wet weather loads. Dry weather loading is assumed to be 
negligible because hydrophobic contaminants primarily move with particulate matter 
that is mobilized by higher flows. Storm water loads from the watershed were estimated 
based on simulated sediment load and observed pollutant concentrations on sediment 
near inflows to the lake.  MS4 discharges via storm drains are the principal point source 
for trash in Echo Park Lake.   
 
In Peck Road Park Lake beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients, PCBs, 
chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, and trash are currently impairing the REC1, REC2, and 
WARM uses. At high enough concentrations WILD and MUN uses could also become 
impaired.  The Peck Road Park Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 discharges from 
the surrounding watershed including both wet and dry weather contribute 80.2 percent 
of the total phosphorus load and 55.5 percent of the total nitrogen load.  PCBs, 
chlordane, DDT, and dieldrin in Peck Road Park Lake loads are primarily due to 
historical loading and storage within the lake sediments, with some ongoing contribution 
by watershed wet weather loads. Dry weather loading is assumed to be negligible 
because hydrophobic contaminants primarily move with particulate matter that is 
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mobilized by higher flows. Stormwater loads from the watershed were estimated based 
on simulated sediment load and observed pollutant concentrations on sediment near 
inflows to the lake.  MS4 discharges via storm drains are the principal point source for 
trash in Peck Road Park Lake.   
 
San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area.  The San Gabriel River Watershed 
(SGR WMA) receives drainage from a 689-square mile area of eastern Los Angeles 
County (Figure B-5).  The main channel of the San Gabriel River is approximately 58 
miles long. Its headwaters originate in the San Gabriel Mountains with the East, West, 
and North Forks.  The river empties to the Pacific Ocean at the Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties boundary in Long Beach.  The main tributaries of the river are Big and 
Little Dalton Wash, San Dimas Wash, Walnut Creek, San Jose Creek, Fullerton Creek, 
and Coyote Creek.  Part of the Coyote Creek subwatershed is in Orange County and is 
under the authority of the Santa Ana Water Board.  A number of lakes and reservoirs 
are also part of the SGR WMA, including Legg Lake and Puddingstone Reservoir.  Land 
use in the watershed is diverse and ranges from predominantly open space in the upper 
watershed to urban land uses in the middle and lower parts of the watershed.   
 
Various reaches of the SGR WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired 
water bodies due to trash, nitrogen, phosphorus, and metals (copper, lead, selenium, 
and zinc).  Beneficial uses impaired by trash in Legg Lake include REC1, REC2, and 
WILD.  
 
A TMDL has been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash in Legg Lake.    The 
Legg Lake Trash TMDL identifies MS4 storm drains as the principal point source for 
trash discharged to Legg Lake.   
 
USEPA established TMDLs for metals and selenium in the San Gabriel River and 
various pollutants in Los Angeles Area Lakes.  Segments of the San Gabriel River and 
its tributaries exceed water quality objectives for copper, lead, selenium, and zinc.  
Metals loadings to San Gabriel River are causing impairments of the WILD, WARM, 
COLD, RARE, EST, MAR, MIGR, SPWN, WET, MUN, IND, AGR, GWR, and PROC 
beneficial uses.  The San Gabriel River metals and selenium TMDL found that the MS4 
contributes a large percentage of the metals loadings during dry weather because 
although their flows are typically low, concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be 
quite high.  During wet weather, most of the metals loadings are in the particulate form 
and are associated with wet-weather storm water flow.  
 
The Regional Water Board identified 10 lakes in the Los Angeles Region as impaired by 
algae, ammonia, chlordane, copper, DDT, eutrophication, lead, organic enrichment/low 
dissolved oxygen, mercury, odor, PCBs, pH and/or trash and placed them on 
California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  For several lakes, USEPA concluded that 
ammonia, pH, copper and/or lead are currently meeting water quality standards and 
TMDLs are not required at this time. In other lakes, recent chlordane and dieldrin data 
indicate additional impairment.  Associated with this WMA are: Legg Lake TMDLs for 
total nitrogen and total phosphorus; and Puddingstone Reservoir TMDLs for total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, total chlordane, total DDT, total PCBs, total mercury, and 
dieldrin.   
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In Legg Lake beneficial uses impaired due to elevated nutrient levels include REC1, 
REC2, WARM and COLD.  At high enough concentrations the WILD, MUN, and GWR 
uses could also become impaired.  The Legg Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 
discharges from the surrounding watershed to Legg Lake during dry and wet weather 
contributes 69.1 percent of the total phosphorus load and 36 percent of the total 
nitrogen load.   
 
In Puddingstone Reservoir beneficial uses impaired due to elevated nutrient, mercury, 
PCBs, chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT levels include REC1, REC2, WARM, and COLD.  
At high enough concentrations the WILD, MUN, GWR, and RARE uses could also 
become impaired.  The Puddingstone Reservoir nutrients TMDL found that MS4 
discharges from the surrounding watershed to Puddingstone Reservoir during dry and 
wet weather contributes 79.8 percent of the total phosphorus and 74.1 percent of the 
total nitrogen load.  Mercury, PCBs, chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT in Puddingstone 
Reservoir loads are primarily due to historical loading and storage within the lake 
sediments, with some ongoing contribution by watershed wet weather loads. Dry 
weather loading is assumed to be negligible because hydrophobic contaminants 
primarily move with particulate matter that is mobilized by higher flows. Stormwater 
loads from the watershed were estimated based on simulated sediment load and 
observed pollutant concentrations on sediment near inflows to the lake.   

 
Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area.  The Los 
Cerritos Channel is concrete-lined above the tidal prism and drains a small but densely 
urbanized area of east Long Beach (Figure B-6).  The channel’s tidal prism starts at 
Anaheim Road and connects with Alamitos Bay through the Marine Stadium; the 
wetlands connect to the Channel a short distance from the lower end of the Channel.  
Alamitos Bay is composed of the Marine Stadium, a recreation facility built in 1932; 
Long Beach Marina; a variety of public and private berths; and the Bay proper.  A small 
bathing lagoon, Colorado Lagoon located entirely in Long Beach, has a tidal connection 
with the Bay.  The majority of land use in this WMA is high density residential.    
  
Los Cerritos Channel is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired water bodies 
for metals (copper, zinc, and lead).  Beneficial uses impaired by metals in the Los 
Cerritos Channel include WILD, REC2 and WARM.  USEPA established a TMDL for 
various metals in Los Cerritos Channel.  The TMDL for metals in Los Cerritos Channel 
found that the MS4 contributes a large percentage of the metals loadings during dry 
weather because although their flows are typically low, concentrations of metals in 
urban runoff may be quite high.  During wet weather, most of the metals loadings are in 
the particulate form and are associated with wet-weather storm water flow.  
 
Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area.  The Middle Santa Ana River 
Watershed Management Area (MSAR WMA) covers approximately 488 square miles 
and lies mostly in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties; however, a small part of Los 
Angeles County is also included.  The area of Los Angeles County, which lays in the 
MSAR WMA, includes portions of the Cities of Pomona and Claremont (Figure B-7).  
The MSAR WMA is comprised of three subwatersheds.  The subwatershed that 
includes portions of Pomona and Claremont is the Chino Basin Subwatershed.  Surface 
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drainage from Pomona and Claremont is generally southward toward San Antonio 
Creek, which is tributary to Chino Creek, which feeds into the Prado Flood Control 
Basin.   
 
Various reaches of the MSAR WMA, including Chino Creek, are listed on 2010 CWA 
Section 303(d) List for bacteria.  Elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing 
impairments of the REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial for the Santa Ana River 
Reach 3; Chino Creek Reaches 1 and 2; Mill Creek (Prado Area); Cucamonga Creek 
Reach 1; and Prado Park Lake.  
 
The Santa Ana Water Board adopted TMDLs for bacteria for the Middle Santa Ana 
River Watershed.  The Basin Plan amendment incorporating the Middle Santa Ana 
River Watershed Bacterial Indicator TMDLs was approved by the Santa Ana Water 
Board on August 26, 2005 (Resolution No. R8-2005-0001), by the State Water Board on 
May 15, 2006, by the Office of Administrative Law on September 1, 2006, and by the 
USEPA on May 16, 2007.  The TMDL was effective on May 16, 2007.  The Santa Ana 
Water Board concluded based upon data and information collected in 1993, 1996-1998 
and in 2002-2004, that urban runoff from the MS4 is a significant source of bacterial 
indicators year round to the Middle Santa Ana River and its tributaries (Rice, 2005). The 
TMDL specifies both dry weather and wet weather WLAs, with distinct implementation 
schedules.  Compliance with the summer dry (April 1st through October 31st) WLAs is to 
be achieved as soon as possible, but no later than December 31, 2015.  In recognition 
of the difficulties associated with the control of storm water discharges, compliance with 
the winter wet (November 1st through March 31st) WLAs is to be achieved as soon as 
possible, but no later than December 31, 2025. 
 
Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Area.  Calleguas Creek and its tributaries 
drain a watershed area of 343 square miles (sq. miles) in southern Ventura County and 
a small portion of western Los Angeles County.  Approximately, 4.16 sq. miles of Los 
Angeles County is part of the Calleguas Creek Watershed.  The land use of the 4.15 sq. 
miles is open space and recreation.  The land use of the remaining 0.01 sq. miles is 
divided between low density residential, industrial, and agriculture (Southern California 
Association of Governments, 2008).  Six TMDLs have been adopted and are in effect 
for the Calleguas Creek Watershed.  None of the TMDLs assign waste load allocations 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, County of Los Angeles or any 
incorporated city within Los Angeles County.  Therefore, no water quality based effluent 
limitations were incorporated in this Order for TMDLs in the Calleguas Creek 
Watershed. 
 
Manner of Incorporation of TMDL WLAs. The description of the permit conditions and 
the basis for the manner for incorporating requirements to implement the TMDLs’ WLAs 
is discussed below. 
 
WLAs may be expressed in different ways in a TMDL.  In general, a WLA is expressed 
as a discharge condition that must be achieved in order to ensure that water quality 
standards are attained in the receiving water.  The discharge condition may be 
expressed in terms of mass or concentration of a pollutant.  However, in some cases, a 
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WLA may be expressed as a receiving water condition such as an allowable number of 
exceedance days of the bacteria objectives. 
 
In this Order, in most cases, TMDL WLAs have been translated into numeric WQBELs 
and, where consistent with the expression of the WLA in the TMDL, also as receiving 
water limitations.  For each TMDL included in this Order, the WLA were translated into 
numeric WQBELs, which were based on the WLAs in terms of the numeric value and 
averaging period.  For those TMDLs where the averaging period was not specific for the 
WLA, the averaging period was based on the averaging period for the numeric target. 
 
For the bacteria TMDLs, where the WLA are expressed as an allowable number of 
exceedance days in the water body, the WLAs were translated into receiving water 
limitations.  In addition to the receiving water limitations, WQBELs were established 
based on the bacteria water quality objectives.  In the bacteria TMDLs, the numeric 
targets are based on the multi-part bacteriological water quality objectives; therefore, 
this approach is consistent with the assumptions of the bacteria TMDLs. 
 
In the Ballona Creek Trash TMDL, the default baseline WLA for the MS4 Permittees is 
equal to 640 gallons (86 cubic feet) of uncompressed trash per square mile per year.  
No differentiation is applied for different land uses in the default baseline WLA.  The 
default baseline WLAs for the Permittees has been refined based on results from the 
baseline monitoring conducted by the City of Los Angeles.  The City of Los Angeles 
provided trash generation flux data for five land uses: commercial, industrial, high 
density residential, low density residential and open space and recreation.  The 
Baseline WLA for any single city is the sum of the products of each land use area 
multiplied by the WLA for the land use area, as shown below: 
 
WLA = ∑ for each city (area by land uses x allocations for this land use) 
 
The baseline was calculated using the City of Los Angeles trash generation flux data 
provided for the 2003-04 and 2004-05 storm years averaged for pounds of trash per 
acre and the 2003-04 storm year for gallons of trash per acre.  The urban portion of the 
Ballona Creek watershed was divided into twelve types of land uses for every city and 
unincorporated area in the watershed.  The land use categories are: (1) high density 
residential, (2) low density residential, (3) commercial and services, (4) industrial, (5) 
public facilities, (6) educational institutions, (7) military installations, (8) transportation, 
(9) mixed urban, (10) open space and recreation, (11) agriculture, and (12) water.  The 
land use data used in the calculation is based on the Southern California Association of 
Governments 2005 data. 
 
1. Compliance Determination 

For TMDLs that establish individual mass-based WLAs or a concentration-based 
WLA such as the Trash TMDLs, Nitrogen TMDLs, and Chloride TMDL, this Order 
requires Permittees to demonstrate compliance with their assigned WQBELs 
individually. 

RB-AR3900



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-96 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

A number of the TMDLs for Bacteria, Metals and Toxics establish WLAs that are 
assigned jointly to a group of Permittees whose storm water and/or non-storm water 
discharges are or may be commingled in the MS4 prior to discharge to the receiving 
water subject to the TMDL.  TMDLs address commingled MS4 discharges by 
assigning a WLA to a group of MS4 Permittees based on co-location within the 
same subwatershed.  Permittees with co-mingled storm water are jointly responsible 
for meeting the WQBELs and receiving water limitations assigned to MS4 
discharges in this Order.  "Joint responsibility" means that the Permittees that have 
commingled MS4 discharges are responsible for implementing programs in their 
respective jurisdictions, or within the MS4 for which they are an owner or operator, to 
meet the WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations assigned to such commingled 
MS4 discharges.   

In these cases, federal regulations state that co-permittees need only comply with 
permit conditions relating to discharges from the MS4 for which they are owners or 
operators.  (40 CFR § 122.26(a)(3)(vi).)  Individual co-permittees are only 
responsible for their contributions to the commingled discharge. This Order does not 
require a Permittee to individually ensure that a commingled MS4 discharge meets 
the applicable WQBELs included in this Order, unless such Permittee is shown to be 
solely responsible for the exceedances.  

Additionally, this Order allows a Permittee to clarify and distinguish their individual 
contributions and demonstrate that its MS4 discharge did not cause or contribute to 
exceedances of applicable WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations. In this case, 
though the Permittee’s discharge may commingle with that of other Permittees, the 
Permittee would not be held jointly responsible for the exceedance of the WQBELs 
or receiving water limitation.  

Individual co-permittees who demonstrate compliance with the WQBELs will not be 
held responsible for violations by non-compliant co-permittees.   
 
Demonstrating Compliance with Interim Limitations. This Order provides 
Permittees with several means of demonstrating compliance with applicable interim 
WQBELs and/or interim receiving water limitations for the pollutant(s) associated 
with a specific TMDL. These include any of the following: 

a. There are no violations of the interim WQBELs for the pollutant(s) associated 
with a specific TMDL at the Permittee’s applicable MS4 outfall(s),1 including an 
outfall to the receiving water that collects discharges from multiple Permittees’ 
jurisdictions; 

b. There are no exceedances of the applicable receiving water limitation for the 
pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL in the receiving water(s) at, or 
downstream of, the Permittee’s outfall(s); 

                                            
1
 An outfall may include a manhole or other point of access to the MS4 at the Permittee’s jurisdictional boundary. 

RB-AR3901



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-97 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

c. There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the receiving 
water during the time period subject to the WQBEL and/or receiving water 
limitation for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL; or 

d. The Permittee has submitted and is fully implementing an approved Watershed 
Management Program, which includes analyses that provide the Regional Water 
Board with reasonable assurance that the watershed control measures proposed 
will achieve the applicable WQBELs and receiving water limitations consistent 
with relevant compliance schedules.  

Demonstrating Compliance with Final Limitations. This Order provides 
Permittees with three general means of demonstrating compliance with an 
applicable final WQBEL and/or final receiving water limitation for the pollutant(s) 
associated with a specific TMDL.  

These include any of the following: 
 
a. There are no violations of the final WQBEL for the specific pollutant at the 

Permittee’s applicable MS4 outfall(s)2; 

b. There are no exceedances of applicable receiving water limitation for the specific 
pollutant in the receiving water(s) at, or downstream of, the Permittee’s outfall(s); 
or 

c. There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the receiving 
water during the time period subject to the WQBEL and/or receiving water 
limitation for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL. 

This Order provides the opportunity for Permittees to demonstrate compliance with 
interim effluent limitations through development and implementation of a Watershed 
Management Program, where Permittees have provided a reasonable 
demonstration through quantitative analysis (i.e., modeling or other approach) that 
the control measures/BMPs to be implemented will achieve the interim effluent 
limitations in accordance with the schedule provided in this Order.  It is premature to 
consider application of this action based compliance demonstration option to the 
final effluent limitations and final receiving water limitations that have deadlines 
outside the term of this Order.  More data is needed to validate assumptions and 
model results regarding the linkage among BMP implementation, the quality of MS4 
discharges, and receiving water quality.  

During the term of this Order, there are very few deadlines for compliance with final 
effluent limitations applicable to storm water, or final receiving water limitations 
applicable during wet weather conditions. Most deadlines during the term of this 
Order are for interim effluent limitations applicable to storm water, or for final effluent 
limitations applicable to non-storm water discharges and final dry weather receiving 
water limitations.  

                                            
2
 Ibid. 
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There are only five State-adopted TMDLs for which the compliance deadlines for 
final water quality-based effluent limitations applicable to storm water occur during 
the term of this Order. These include: Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL, Santa 
Clara River Nitrogen TMDL, Los Angeles River Nitrogen TMDL, Marina del Rey 
Harbor Toxics TMDL, and LA Harbor Bacteria TMDL. In most of these five TMDLs, 
compliance with the final water quality-based effluent limitations assigned to MS4 
discharges is expected to be achieved (e.g., Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL3), or 
a mechanism is in place to potentially allow additional time to come into compliance 
(e.g. reconsideration of the Marina del Rey Harbor Toxics TMDL implementation 
schedule).  

The Regional Water Board will evaluate the effectiveness of this action-based 
compliance determination approach in ensuring that interim effluent limitations for 
storm water are achieved during this permit term. If this approach is effective in 
achieving compliance with interim effluent limitations for storm water during this 
permit term, the Regional Water Board will consider during the next permit cycle 
whether it would be appropriate to allow a similar approach for demonstrating 
compliance with final water quality-based effluent limitations applicable to storm 
water.  

2. Compliance Schedules for Achieving TMDL Requirements 

A Regional Water Board may include a compliance schedule in an NPDES permit 
when the state’s water quality standards or regulations include a provision that 
authorizes such schedules in NPDES permits.4  In California, TMDL implementation 
plans5 are typically adopted through Basin Plan Amendments.  The TMDL 
implementation plan, which is part of the Basin Plan Amendment, becomes a 
regulation upon approval by the State of California Office of Administrative Law 
(OAL).6  Pursuant to California Water Code sections 13240 and 13242, TMDL 
implementation plans adopted by the Regional Water Board “shall include … a time 
schedule for the actions to be taken [for achieving water quality objectives],” which 
allows for compliance schedules in future permits. This Basin Plan Amendment 
becomes the applicable regulation that authorizes an MS4 permit to include a 
compliance schedule to achieve effluent limitations derived from wasteload 
allocations.  

Where a TMDL implementation schedule has been established through a Basin Plan 
Amendment, it is hereby incorporated into this Order as a compliance schedule to 

                                            
3
 Data from land use monitoring conducted under the LA County MS4 Permit from 1994-99 indicate chloride concentrations 
ranging from 3.2-48 mg/L, while more recent data from the mass emissions station in the Santa Clara River (S29) indicate 
concentrations ranging from 116-126 mg/l in dry weather, and 25.1-96.3 mg/l in wet weather, suggesting that storm water has 
a diluting effect on chloride concentrations in the receiving water. 

4
 See In re Star-Kist Caribe, Inc., (Apr. 16, 1990) 3 E.A.D. 172, 175, modification denied, 4 E.A.D. 33, 34 (EAB 1992)). 

5
 TMDL implementation plans consist of those measures, along with a schedule for their implementation, that the Water 
Boards determine are necessary to correct an impairment.  The NPDES implementation measures are thus required by 
sections 303(d) and 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA.  State law also requires the Water Boards to implement basin plan 
requirements.  (See Wat. Code §§ 13263, 13377; State Water Resources Control Board Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 189.)   

6
 See Gov. Code, § 11353, subd. (b). Every amendment to a Basin Plan, such as a TMDL and its implementation plan, 
requires approval by the State Water Board and OAL.  When the TMDL and implementation plan is approved by OAL, it 
becomes a state regulation.    
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achieve interim and final WQBELs and corresponding receiving water limitations, in 
accordance with 40 CFR section 122.47.  WQBELs must be consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of any WLA, which includes applicable 
implementation schedules.7 California Water Code sections 13263 and 13377 state 
that waste discharge requirements must implement the Basin Plan.8 Therefore, 
compliance schedules for attaining WQBELs derived from WLAs must be based on 
a state-adopted TMDL implementation plan and cannot exceed the maximum time 
that the implementation plan allows.  

In determining the compliance schedules, the Regional Water Board considered 
numerous factors to ensure that the schedules are as short as possible.  Factors 
examined include, but are not limited to, the size and complexity of the watershed; 
the pollutants being addressed; the number of responsible agencies involved; time 
for Co-Permittees to negotiate memorandum of agreements; development of water 
quality management plans; identification of funding sources; determination of an 
implementation strategy based on the recommendations of water quality 
management plans and/or special studies; and time for the implementation 
strategies to yield measurable results.  Compliance schedules may be altered based 
on the monitoring and reporting results as set forth in the individual TMDLs. 

In many ways, the incorporation of interim and final WQBELs and associated 
compliance schedules is consistent with the iterative process of implementing BMPs 
that has been employed in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 Permits in that 
progress toward compliance with the final effluent limitations may occur over the 
course of many years. However, because the waterbodies in Los Angeles County 
are impaired due to MS4 discharges, it is necessary to establish more specific 
provisions in order to: (i) ensure measurable reductions in pollutant discharges from 
the MS4, resulting in progressive water quality improvements during the iterative 
process, and (ii) establish a final date for completing implementation of BMPs and, 
ultimately, achieving effluent limitations and water quality standards.  

The compliance schedules established herein are consistent with the 
implementation plans established in the individual TMDLs.  The compliance dates 
for meeting the final WQBELs and receiving water limitations for each TMDL are 
listed below in Table F-7.  

 

                                            
7
 See 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B). 

8
 Cal. Wat. Code, § 13263, subd. (a) (“requirements shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that have been 
adopted”); Cal. Wat. Code, § 13377 (“the state board or the regional boards shall . . . issue waste discharge requirements 
and dredged or fill material permits which apply and ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of the [CWA], thereto, 
together with any more stringent effluent standards or limitations necessary to implement waste quality control plans, or for 
the protection of beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance”); see also, State Water Resources Control Board Cases (2006) 136 
Cal.App.4th 189.   
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Table F-7.  Compliance Schedule for final compliance dates. 

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL March 23, 2004       

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL April 6, 2010       

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, and Lake Hughes Trash TMDL (Lake 

Elizabeth only)   March 6, 2016     

Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator 

Bacteria TMDL         

     Dry Weather       March 21, 2023 

     Wet Weather       March 21, 2029 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL         

     Summer Dry Weather July 15, 2006       

     Winter Dry Weather July 15, 2009       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL     March 20, 2020   

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL         

     Summer Dry Weather January 24, 2009       

     Winter Dry Weather January 24, 2012       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL   July 7, 2017     

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) March 21, 2003       

Ballona Creek Trash TMDL   September 30, 2015     

Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic Pollutants TMDL     January 11, 2021   

Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and Sepulveda Channel Bacteria 

TMDL         

     Dry Weather   April 27, 2013     

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Ballona Creek Metals TMDL         

     Dry Weather   January 11, 2016     

     Wet Weather     January 11, 2021   

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic 

Vegetation (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' Beach and Back Basins Bacteria 

TMDL         

     Dry Weather March 18, 2007       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL   March 22, 2016 March 22, 2021*   

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL  March 10, 2010       

Machado Lake Trash TMDL   March 6, 2016     

Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL     

September 11, 

2018   

Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs TMDL     

September 30, 

2019   

Dominguez Channel and Greater LA and LB Harbor Waters Toxic 

Pollutants TMDL       March 23, 2032 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL   September 30, 2016     

Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL March 23, 2004       

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL         

     Dry Weather       January 11, 2024 

     Wet Weather       January 11, 2028 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL         

     Dry Weather (Compliance dates range from 10 to 25 years)     March 23, 2022 March 23, 2037 

     Wet Weather       March 23, 2037 

Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria 

TMDL (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs  (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium 

TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2007       

Legg Lake Trash TMDL   March 6, 2016     

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL (USEPA established) March 17, 2010       

Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and 

Metals TMDL     July 28, 2018   

* If an Integrated Water Resources Approach is approved and implemented then Permittees have an extended  
compliance deadline. 
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3. State Adopted TMDLs with Past Final Compliance Deadlines 

As required by federal regulations, this Order includes WQBELs necessary to 
achieve applicable wasteload allocations assigned to MS4 discharges. In some 
cases, the deadline specified in the TMDL implementation plan for achieving the 
final wasteload allocation has passed.  (See Table F-8)  This Order requires that 
Permittees comply immediately with WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations for 
which final compliance deadlines have passed. 
 
Table F-8.  State-Adopted TMDLs with Past Final Implementation Deadlines  

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL)

Final Compliance 

date has Passed

Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL March 23, 2004

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL April 6, 2010

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Summer Dry Weather only July 15, 2006

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Winter Dry Weather only July 15, 2009

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL Summer Dry Weather only  January 24, 2009

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL Winter Dry Weather only  January 24, 2012

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' Beach and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL Dry Weather Year-round only March 18, 2007

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL March 10, 2010

Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL March 23, 2004  
 
Where a Permittee determines that its MS4 discharge may not meet the final 
WQBELs for the TMDLs in Table F-8 upon adoption of this Order, the Permittee may 
request a time schedule order (TSO) from the Regional Water Board.  TSOs are 
issued pursuant to California Water Code section 13300, whenever a Water Board 
"finds that a discharge of waste is taking place or threatening to take place that 
violates or will violate [Regional Water Board] requirements."  Permittees may 
individually request a TSO, or may jointly request a TSO with all Permittees subject 
to the WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations.  Permittees must request a TSO 
to achieve WQBELs for the TMDLs in Table F-8 no later than 45 days after the date 
this Order is adopted. 
 
In the request, the Permittee(s) must include, at a minimum, the following: 
 
a. Location specific data demonstrating the current quality of the MS4 discharge(s) 

in terms of concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to the receiving 
waters subject to the TMDL; 

b. A detailed description and chronology of structural controls and source control 
efforts, including location(s) of implementation, since the effective date of the 
TMDL, to reduce the pollutant load in the MS4 discharges to the receiving waters 
subject to the TMDL; 

c. A list of discharge locations for which additional time is needed to achieve the 
water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations; 

d. Justification of the need for additional time to achieve the water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations for each location identified in 
Part VI.E.3.c, above; 
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e. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations at each location identified in Part VI.E.3.c, above; 

f. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, 
consistent with California Water Code section 13385(j)(3)(C)(i), taking into 
account the technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, 
development, and implementation of the control measures that are necessary to 
comply with the effluent limitation(s); and 

g. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule shall 
include interim requirements and the date(s) for their achievement. The interim 
requirements shall include both of the following: 
 
i. Effluent limitation(s) for the pollutant(s) of concern; and 
ii. Actions and milestones leading to compliance with the effluent limitation(s). 
 

The Regional Water Board does not intend to take enforcement action against a 
Permittee for violations of specific WQBELs and corresponding receiving water 
limitations for which the final compliance deadline has passed if a Permittee is fully 
complying with the requirements of a TSO to resolve exceedances of the WQBELs 
for the specific pollutant(s) in the MS4 discharge. 
 
 

4. USEPA Established TMDLs 

USEPA has established seven TMDLs that include wasteload allocations for MS4 
discharges covered by this Order (See Table F-9).  Five TMDLs were established 
since 2010, one in 2007, and one in 2003. 
 
Table F-9. USEPA Established TMDLs with WLAs Assigned to MS4 

Discharges 
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) Effective Date

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs  (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL (USEPA established) March 17, 2010

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2007

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) March 21, 2003  
 
In contrast to State-adopted TMDLs, USEPA established TMDLs do not contain an 
implementation plan or schedule. The Clean Water Act does not allow USEPA to 
either adopt implementation plans or establish compliance schedules for TMDLs that 
is establishes. Such decisions are generally left with the States. The Regional Water 
Board could either (1) adopt a separate implementation plan as a Basin Plan 
Amendment for each USEPA established TMDL, which would allow inclusion of 
compliance schedules in the permit where applicable, or (2) issue a Permittee a 
schedule leading to full compliance in a separate enforcement order (such as a Time 
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Schedule Order or a Cease and Desist Order). To date, the Board has not adopted a 
separate implementation plan or enforcement order for any of these TMDLs. As 
such, the final WLAs in the seven USEPA established TMDLs identified above 
become effective immediately upon establishment by USEPA and placement in a 
NPDES permit. 
 
The Regional Water Board’s decision as to how to express permit conditions for 
USEPA established TMDLs is based on an analysis of several specific facts and 
circumstances surrounding these TMDLs and their incorporation into this Order. 
First, since these TMDLs do not include implementation plans, none of these TMDLs 
have undergone a comprehensive evaluation of implementation strategies or an 
evaluation of the time required to fully implement control measures to achieve the 
final WLAs. Second, given the lack of an evaluation, the Regional Water Board is not 
able to adequately assess whether Permittees will be able to immediately comply 
with the WLAs at this time. Third, the majority of these TMDLs were established by 
USEPA recently (i.e., since 2010) and permittees have had limited time to plan for 
and implement control measures to achieve compliance with the WLAs. Lastly, while 
federal regulations do not allow USEPA to establish implementation plans and 
schedules for achieving these WLAs, USEPA has nevertheless included 
implementation recommendations regarding MS4 discharges as part of six of the 
seven of these TMDLs. The Regional Water Board needs time to adequately 
evaluate USEPA’s recommendations. For the reasons above, the Regional Water 
Board has determined that numeric water quality based effluent limitations for these 
USEPA established TMDLs are infeasible at the present time. The Regional Water 
Board may at its discretion revisit this decision within the term of the Order or in a 
future permit, as more information is developed to support the inclusion of numeric 
water quality based effluent limitations.  
 
In lieu of inclusion of numeric water quality based effluent limitations at this time, this 
Order requires Permittees subject to WLAs in USEPA established TMDLs to 
propose and implement best management practices (BMPs) that will be effective in 
achieving the numeric WLAs. Permittees will propose these BMPs to the Regional 
Water Board in a Watershed Management Program Plan, which is subject to 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval. As part of this Plan, Permittees 
are also required to propose a schedule for implementing the BMPs that is as short 
as possible. The Regional Water Board finds that, at this time, it is reasonable to 
include permit conditions that require Permittees to develop specific Watershed 
Management Program plans that include interim milestones and schedules for 
actions to achieve the WLAs. These plans will facilitate a comprehensive planning 
process, including coordination among co-permittees where necessary, on a 
watershed basis to identify the most effective watershed control measures and 
implementation strategies to achieve the WLAs.  
 
At a minimum, the Watershed Management Program Plan must include the following 
data and information relevant to the USEPA established TMDL: 
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i. Available data demonstrating the current quality of the MS4 discharge(s) in terms 
of concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to the receiving waters 
subject to the TMDL; 

ii. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the WLA(s); 

iii. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, taking 
into account the time since USEPA establishment of the TMDL, and 
technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, 
development, and implementation of the control measures that are necessary to 
comply with the WLA(s);  

a. For the Malibu Creek Nutrient TMDL established by USEPA in 2003, in no case 
shall the time schedule to achieve the final numeric WLAs exceed five years from 
the effective date of this Order; and 

iv. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule shall 
include interim requirements, including numeric milestones, and the date(s) for 
their achievement. 

 
Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA since 2010 must 
submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer for approval no later than one year after the effective date of 
this Order. 
 
Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA prior to 2010 
must submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer for approval no later than six months after the 
effective date of this Order..   
 
Based on the nature and timing of the proposed watershed control measures, the 
Regional Water Board will consider appropriate actions on its part, which may 
include: (1) no action and continued reliance on permit conditions that require 
implementation of the approved watershed control measures throughout the permit 
term; (2) adopting an implementation plan and corresponding schedule through the 
Basin Plan Amendment process and then incorporating water quality based effluent 
limitations and a compliance schedule into this Order consistent with the State-
adopted implementation plan; or (3) issuing a time schedule order to provide the 
necessary time to fully implement the watershed control measures to achieve the 
WLAs. 
 
If a Permittee chooses not to submit a Watershed Management Program Plan, or 
the plan is determined to be inadequate by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer and necessary revisions are not made within 90 days of written notification to 
the Permittee that that plan is inadequate, the Permittee will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the numeric WLAs immediately based on monitoring 
data collected under the MRP (Attachment E) for this Order.   
 
The Regional Water Board does not intend to take enforcement action against a 
Permittee for violations of specific WLAs and corresponding receiving water 
limitations for USEPA established TMDLs if a Permittee has developed and is 
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implementing an approved Watershed Management Program to achieve the WLAs 
in the USEPA TMDL and the associated receiving water limitations. 

 
E. Other Provisions 

1. Legal Authority 

Adequate legal authority is required to implement and enforce most parts of the 
Minimum Control Measures and all equivalent actions if implemented with a 
Watershed Management Program (See 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A through F) 
and 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv).  Without adequate legal authority the MS4 
would be unable to perform many vital functions such as performing inspections, 
requiring remedies, and requiring installation of control measures.  In addition, the 
Permittee would not be able to penalize and/or attain remediation costs from 
violators.   
 

2. Fiscal Resources 

The annual fiscal analysis will show the allocated resources, expenditures, and staff 
resources necessary to comply with the permit, and implement and enforce the 
Permittee’s Watershed Management Program (See 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(vi).  
The annual analysis is necessary to show that the Permittee has adequate 
resources to meet all Permit Requirements.  The analysis can also show year-to-
year changes in funding for the storm water program.  A summary of the annual 
analysis must be reported in the annual report.  This report will help the Permitting 
Authority understand the resources that are dedicated to compliance with this 
permit, and to implementation and enforcement of the Watershed Management 
Program, and track how this changes over time.  Furthermore, the inclusion of the 
requirement to perform a fiscal analysis annually is similar to requirements included 
in Order No. 01-182 permit as well as the current Ventura County MS4 permit.   

3. Responsibilities of the Permittees 

Because of the complexity and networking of the storm drain system and drainage 
facilities within and tributary to the LA MS4, the Regional Water Board adopted an 
area-wide approach in permitting storm water and urban runoff discharges.  Order 
No.  01-182 was structured as a single permit whereby individual Permittees were 
assigned uniform requirements and additional requirements were assigned to the 
Principal Permittee (Los Angeles County Flood Control District).  Because the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District does not own or control land where most 
pollutants originate, it is relieved as Principal Permittee.  This permit does not 
designate a principal Permittee and as such requires each Permittee to implement 
provisions as a separate entity.  Furthermore it does not hold a Permittee 
responsible for implementation of provisions applicable to other Permittees.   

Part VI.A.4.a requires inter and intra-agency coordination to facilitate implementation 
of this Order.  This requirement is based on 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) which 
requires “a comprehensive planning process which public participation and where 
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necessary intergovernmental coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to 
the maximum extent practicable […].” 

4. Reopener and Modification Provisions 

These provisions are based on 40 CFR sections 122.44, 122.62, 122.63, 122.64, 
124.5, 125.62, and 125.64, and are also consistent with Order No. 01-182.  The 
Regional Water Board may reopen the permit to modify permit conditions and 
requirements, as well as revoke, reissue, or terminate in accordance with federal 
regulations.  Causes for such actions include, but are not limited to, endangerment 
to human health or the environment; acquisition of newly-obtained information that 
would have justified the application of different conditions if known at the time of 
Order adoption; to incorporate provisions as a result of new federal or state laws,  
regulations, plans, or policies (including TMDLs and other Basin Plan amendments); 
modification in toxicity requirements; violation of any term or condition in this Order; 
and/or minor modifications to correct typographical errors or require more frequent 
monitoring or reporting by a Permittee. 

XIII. RATIONALE FOR MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

40 CFR section 122.48 requires that all NPDES permits specify requirements for 
recording and reporting monitoring results.  California Water Code sections 13267 and 
13383 authorizes the Regional Water Board to require technical and monitoring reports.  
The MRP (Attachment E of this Order) establishes monitoring and reporting 
requirements to implement federal and state requirements.  The following provides the 
rationale for the monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the MRP for this 
Order. 

A. Integrated Monitoring Plans 

1. Integrated Monitoring Program and Coordinated Integrated Monitoring 
Program 

As discussed in Part VI.B of this Fact Sheet, the purpose of the Watershed 
Management Programs is to provide a framework for Permittees to implement the 
requirements of this Order in an integrated and collaborative fashion and to address 
water quality priorities on a watershed scale.  Additionally, the Watershed 
Management Programs are to be designed to ensure that discharges from the Los 
Angeles County MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality based effluent limitations 
that implement TMDLs, (ii) do not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving 
water limitations, and (iii) for non-storm water discharges from the MS4, are not a 
source of pollutants to receiving waters.  This Order provides options for each 
Permittee to develop and implement an Integrated Monitoring Program (IMP), or 
alternatively, individual Permittee(s) may cooperate with other Permittees to develop 
a Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP).  Both the IMP and CIMP are 
intended to facilitate the effective and collaborative monitoring of receiving waters, 
storm water, and non-storm water discharges and to report the results of monitoring 
to the Regional Water Board.   
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The key requirements for Watershed Management Programs are included in Part 
VI.C of this Order.  The IMP and CIMP requirements within the MRP largely 
summarize the requirements and reinforce that, at a minimum, the IMP or CIMP 
must address all TMDL and Non-TMDL monitoring requirements of this Order, 
including receiving water monitoring, storm water outfall based monitoring, non-
storm water outfall based monitoring, and regional water monitoring studies. 
 
Both the IMP and CIMP approach provides opportunities to increase the cost 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Permittees monitoring program as monitoring can 
be designed, prioritized and implemented on a watershed basis.  The IMP/CIMP 
approach allows the Permittees to prioritize monitoring resources between 
watersheds based on TMDL Implementation and Monitoring Plan schedules, 
coordinate outfall based monitoring programs and implement regional studies.  Cost 
savings can also occur when Permittees coordinate their monitoring programs with 
other Permittees.   
 

B. TMDL Monitoring Plans 

Monitoring requirements established in TMDL Monitoring Plans, presented in Table E-1.  
Approved TMDL Monitoring Plans by Watershed Management Area, were approved by 
the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board prior to the effective date of this 
Order are incorporated into this Order by reference. 

C. Receiving Water Monitoring 

The purposes of receiving water monitoring are to measure the effects of storm water 
and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 to the receiving water, to identify water 
quality exceedances, to evaluate compliance with TMDL WLAs and receiving water 
limitations, and to evaluate whether water quality is improving, staying the same or 
declining.   
 
1. Receiving Water Monitoring Stations 
 
Receiving water monitoring is linked to outfall based monitoring in order to gauge the 
effects of MS4 discharges on receiving water.  Receiving water monitoring stations must 
be downstream of linked outfall monitoring stations.   
 
The IMP, CIMP or stand-alone receiving monitoring plan (in the case of jurisdictional 
monitoring) must include a map identifying proposed wet weather and dry-weather 
monitoring stations.  Receiving water monitoring stations may include historical mass 
emission stations, TMDL compliance monitoring stations, or other selected stations.  
The Permittee must describe how monitoring at the proposed locations will accurately 
characterize the effects of the discharges from the MS4 on the receiving water, and 
meet other stated objectives.  The plan must also state whether historical mass 
emission stations will continue to be monitored and describe the value of past receiving 
water monitoring data in performing trends analysis to assess whether water quality if 
improving, staying the same or declining.   
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2. Minimum Monitoring Requirements 
 
Receiving water is to be monitored during both dry and wet weather conditions to 
assess the impact of non-storm water and storm water discharges.  Wet weather and 
dry weather are defined in each watershed, consistent with the definitions in TMDLs 
approved within the watershed.  Monitoring is to commence within 6 hours of the 
commencement of linked outfall monitoring.  At a minimum, the parameters to be 
monitored and the monitoring frequency are the same as those required for the linked 
outfalls.   
 

D. Outfall Based Monitoring  

The MRP requires Permittees to conduct outfall monitoring, linked with receiving water 
monitoring, a study of Pyrethroids and their effects in receiving waters and 
bioassessment.  The MRP allows the Permittees flexibility to integrate the minimum 
requirements of this Order, applicable TMDL monitoring plans and other regional 
monitoring obligations into a single IMP or within a CIMP.   
 
Per Part VI.A.2 of this Order, the Permittee must establish a storm drain system map to 
aid in the development of the outfall monitoring plan and to assist the Regional Water 
Board in reviewing the logic and adequacy of the number and location of outfalls 
selected for monitoring.  The map must include the storm drain network, receiving 
waters, other surface waters that may impact hydrology, including dams and dry 
weather diversions.  In addition, the map must identify the location and identifying code 
for each major outfall within the Permittee’s jurisdiction.  The map must include overlays 
including jurisdictional boundaries, subwatershed boundaries and storm drain outfall 
catchment boundaries.  The map must distinguish between storm drain catchment 
drainage areas and subwatershed drainage areas, as these may differ.  In addition, the 
map must include overlays displaying land use, impervious area and effective 
impervious area (if available).  To the extent known, outfalls that convey significant non-
stormwater discharges (see Part I.F to this Fact Sheet), must also be identified on the 
map, and the map must be updated annually to include the total list of known outfalls 
conveying significant flow of non-storm water discharge.   
 

E. Storm Water Outfall Based Monitoring 

The purpose of the outfall monitoring plan is to characterize the storm water discharges 
from each Permittee’s drainages within each subwatershed.  Outfall based monitoring is 
also conducted to assess compliance with WQBELs.  Under an IMP approach, each 
Permittee must identify at least one outfall within each subwatershed (HUC 12) within its 
jurisdictional boundary to monitor storm water discharges.  The selected outfall(s) 
should receive drainage from an area representative of the land uses within the portion 
of its jurisdiction that drains to the subwatershed, and not be unduly influenced by storm 
water discharges from upstream jurisdictions or other NPDES discharges.  It is 
assumed that storm water runoff quality will be similar for similar land use areas, and 
therefore runoff from a representative area will provide sufficient characterization of the 
entire drainage area.  Factors that may impact storm water runoff quality include the 
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land use (industrial, residential, commercial) and the control measures that are applied.  
Factors that may impact storm water runoff volume include percent effective impervious 
cover (connected to the storm drain system), vegetation type, soil compaction and soil 
permeability.   
 
Storm water outfall monitoring is linked to receiving water monitoring (see above).  
Monitoring must be conducted at least three times per year during qualifying rain 
events, including the first rain event of the year and conducted approximately 
concurrently (within 6 hours) before the commencement of the downstream receiving 
water monitoring.   
 
Monitoring is conducted for pollutants of concern including all pollutants with assigned 
WQBELs.  Parameters to be monitored during wet weather include: flow, pollutants 
subject to a TMDL applicable to the receiving water, pollutants listed on the Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) list for the receiving water or a downstream receiving water.  
Flow is necessary to calculate pollutant loading.  Sampling requirements, including 
methods for collecting flow-weighted composite samples, are consistent with the 
Ventura County Monitoring program (Order No.  C17388).   
 
For water bodies listed on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list as being impaired due 
to sedimentation, siltation or turbidity, total suspended solids (TSS) and suspended 
sediment concentration (SSC) must be analyzed.  TSS is the parameter most often 
required in NPDES permits to measure suspended solids.  However, studies conducted 
by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) have found that the TSS procedure 
may not capture the full range of sediment particle sizes contributing to sediment 
impairments .  Therefore both TSS and SSC are required in this Order. 
 
For freshwater, the following field measurements are also required: hardness, pH, 
dissolved oxygen, temperature, and specific conductivity.  Hardness, pH and 
temperature are parameters impacting the effect of pollutants in freshwater (i.e., metals 
water quality standards are dependent on hardness, ammonia toxicity is dependent on 
pH and temperature.  Temperature and dissolved oxygen are interdependent and 
fundamental to supporting aquatic life beneficial uses.  Specific conductivity is a 
parameter important to assessing potential threats to MUN and freshwater aquatic life 
beneficial uses. 
 
Aquatic toxicity monitoring is required in the receiving water twice per year during wet 
weather conditions.  Aquatic toxicity is a direct measure of toxicity and integrates the 
effects of multiple synergistic effects of known and unidentified pollutants.  When 
samples are found to be toxic, a Toxicity Identification Evaluation must be performed in 
an attempt to identify the pollutants causing toxicity.  Aquatic toxicity is required to be 
monitored in the receiving water twice per year during wet-weather rather than three 
times per year due to the expense of the procedure.   
 
The monitoring data is to be accompanied by rainfall data and hydrographs, and a 
narrative description of the storm event, consistent with the requirements in the Ventura 
County MS4 (Monitoring Program—No.  CI 7388).  This information will allow the 
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Permittee and the Regional Water Board staff to evaluate the effects of differing storm 
events in terms of storm water runoff volume and duration and in-stream effects. 
 

F. Non-Stormwater Outfall-Based Screening and Monitoring Program 

The non-storm water outfall screening and monitoring program is intended to build off of 
Permittees prior efforts under Order No.  01-182 to screen all outfalls within their MS4 to 
identify illicit connections and discharges.  Under this Order, the Permitttees will use the 
following step-wise method to assess non-storm water discharges. 

•••• Develop criteria or other means to ensure that all outfalls with significant non-storm 
water discharges are identified and assessed during the term of this Order.   

•••• For outfalls determined to have significant non-storm water flow, determine whether 
flows are the result of illicit connections/illicit discharges (IC/IDs), authorized or 
conditionally exempt non-storm water flows, or from unknown sources. 

•••• Refer information related to identified IC/IDs to the IC/ID Elimination Program (Part 
VI.D.9 of this Order) for appropriate action. 

•••• Based on existing screening or monitoring data or other institutional knowledge, 
assess the impact of non-storm water discharges (other than identified IC/IDs) on 
the receiving water. 

•••• Prioritize monitoring of outfalls considering the potential threat to the receiving water 
and applicable TMDL compliance schedules.   

•••• Conduct monitoring or assess existing monitoring data to determine the impact of 
non-storm water discharges on the receiving water.   

•••• Conduct monitoring or other investigations to identify the source of pollutants in non-
storm water discharges. 

•••• Use results of the screening process to evaluate the conditionally exempt non-storm 
water discharges identified in Part III.A.2 and III.A.3 in this Order and take 
appropriate actions pursuant to Part III.A.4.d of this Order for those discharges that 
have been found to be a source of pollutants.  Any future reclassification shall occur 
per the conditions in Parts III.A.2 or III.A.6 of this Order.   

 
The screening and monitoring program is intended to maximize the use of Permittee 
resources by integrating the screening and monitoring process into existing or planned 
IMP/CIMP efforts.  It is also intended to rely on the illicit discharge source investigation 
and elimination requirements in Part VI.D.9 of this Order and the MS4 Mapping 
requirements in Part VII.A of the MRP.   
 
The screening and source identification component of the program is used to identify 
the source(s) and point(s) of origin of the non-storm water discharge.  The Permittee is 
required to develop a source identification schedule based on the prioritized list of 
outfalls exhibiting significant non-storm water discharges.  The schedule shall ensure 
that source investigations are to be conducted for no less than 25% of the outfalls in the 
inventory within three years of the effective date of this Order and 100% of the outfalls 
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within 5 years of the effective date of this Order.  This will ensure that all outfalls with 
significant non-storm water discharges will be assessed within the term of this Order.   
 
Additional requirements have been included to require the Permittee to develop a map 
and database of all outfalls with known non-storm water discharges.  The database and 
map are to be updated throughout the term of this Order. If the source of the non-storm 
water discharge is determined to be an NPDES permitted discharge, a discharge 
subject to a Record of Decision approved by USEPA pursuant to section 121 of 
CERCLA, a conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge, or entirely 
comprised of natural flows as defined at Part III.A.d of this Order, the Permittee need 
only document the source and report to the Regional Water Board within 30 days of 
determination and in the next annual report.  Likewise, if the discharge is determined to 
originate in an upstream jurisdiction, the Permittee is to provide notice and all 
characterization data to the upstream jurisdiction within 30 days of determination.   
 
However, if the source is either unknown or a conditionally exempt non-essential non-
storm water discharge, each Permittee shall conduct monitoring required in Part IX.F of 
the MRP.  Special provisions are also provided if the discharge is found to result from 
multiple sources. 
 
The parameters to be monitored include flow rate, pollutants assigned a WQBEL or 
receiving water limitation to implement TMDL provisions for the respective receiving 
water, as identified in Attachments L - R of this Order, non-storm water action levels as 
identified in Attachment G of this Order, and CWA Section 303(d) listed pollutants for 
the respective receiving water.  Aquatic Toxicity required only when receiving water 
monitoring indicates aquatic toxicity.   
 
In an effort to provide flexibility and allow the Permittee to prioritize its monitoring efforts, 
the outfall based monitoring can be integrated within an IMP/CIMP.  For outfalls subject 
to a dry weather TMDL, monitoring frequency is established per the approved TMDL 
Monitoring Program. 
 
Unless specified in an approved IMP/CIMP, outfalls not subject to dry weather TMDLs 
must be monitored at least four times during the first year of monitoring.  Due to the 
expense, Aquatic Toxicity monitoring is only required twice per year.  The four times per 
year monitoring is reflective of the potential for high variability in the quality and volume 
of non-storm water discharges and duration as opposed to storm water discharges.   
 
Collected monitoring data is to be compared against applicable receiving water 
limitations, water quality based effluent limitations, non-storm water action levels, or 
exhibited Aquatic Toxicity as defined in the Parts XII.F and G of the MRP and all 
exceedances are to be reported in the Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report 
required in Part XIX.A.5 of the MRP.   
 
After the first year, monitoring for specific pollutants may be reduced to once per year, if 
the values reported in the first year do not exceed applicable non-storm water WQBELs, 
non-storm water action levels, or a water quality standard applicable to the receiving 
water.   
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After two years of monitoring, the Permittee may submit a written request to the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board requesting to eliminate monitoring for 
specific pollutants based on an analysis demonstrating that there is no reasonable 
potential for the pollutant to exist in the discharge at a concentration exceeding 
applicable water quality standards. 
 
1. Dry Weather Screening Monitoring 

a. Background 

Clean Water Act section 402(p) regulates discharges from municipal separate 
storm sewer systems (MS4s).  Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) requires 
the Permittees  to effectively prohibit non-storm water from entering the MS4.   

Non-exempted, non-storm water discharges are to be effectively prohibited from 
entering the MS4 or become subject to another NPDES permit (55 Fed. Reg.  
47990, 47995 (Nov.16, 1990)).  Conveyances which continue to accept non-
exempt, non-storm water discharges do not meet the definition of MS4 and are 
not subject to Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B) unless the discharges are 
issued separate NPDES permits.  Instead, conveyances that continue to accept 
non-exempt, non-storm water discharges that do not have a separate NPDES 
permit are subject to sections 301 and 402 of the CWA (55 Fed.  Reg.  47990, 
48037 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 

In part, to implement these statutory provisions, Order No.  01-182 included non-
storm water discharge prohibitions.  Several categories of non-storm water 
discharges are specifically identified as authorized or conditionally exempt non-
storm water discharges, including: 

i. Discharges covered under an NPDES permit 

ii. Discharges authorized by USEPA under CERCLA 

iii. Discharges resulting from natural flows  

iv. Discharges from emergency fire fighting activity  

v. Some Categories of Discharges incidental to urban activities  

Further, as another mechanism to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges 
into the MS4, Order No.  01-182 also requires the Los Angeles County MS4 Co-
Permittees to implement an illicit connections and illicit discharges elimination 
program as part of their storm water management program pursuant to 40 CFR 
section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).   

Finally, Monitoring and Reporting Program CI 6948, a part of Order No.  01-182, 
required dry weather monitoring at the Mass Emissions Stations (MES) to 
estimate pollutant contributions and determine if the MS4 is contributing to 
exceedances of applicable water quality standards during dry weather.   
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b. Evaluation of Dry Weather Data 

40 CFR section 122.44(d)(1)(i) mandates that permits include effluent limitations 
for all pollutants that are or may be discharged at levels that have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs when 
necessary is intended to protect the designated uses of the receiving water as 
specified in the Basin Plan, and achieve applicable water quality objectives and 
criteria that are contained in the Basin Plan and other state plans and policies, or 
any applicable water quality criteria contained in the California Toxics Rule (CTR) 
and National Toxics Rule (NTR).   
 
In an effort to evaluate the Discharger’s program to effectively prohibit non-storm 
water discharges into the MS4, as well as to determine whether MS4 discharges 
are potentially contributing to exceedances of water quality standards, the 
Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) process was used as a screening tool.  In 
doing so, dry weather monitoring data submitted by the Discharger was 
evaluated to identify where non-storm water discharges may impact beneficial 
uses and where additional monitoring and/or investigations of non-storm water 
discharges should be focused. 
 
Order No.  01-182 and Monitoring and Reporting Program No.  6948 required the 
Discharger to implement core monitoring at seven mass emission stations: 
 

• Ballona Creek 

• Malibu Creek 

• Los Angeles River 
• San Gabriel River (representing the upper portion of the San Gabriel River 

Watershed Management Area) 
• Coyote Creek (representing the lower portion of the San Gabriel River 

Watershed Management Area) 
• Dominguez Channel 
• Santa Clara River 
 
In addition to wet weather monitoring requirements at each of the mass emission 
stations, a minimum of two dry weather samples were required each year.  
Monitoring was required for conventional pollutants (BOD, TSS, pH, fecal 
coliform, oil and grease), priority pollutants, and a variety of other 
nonconventional pollutants (e.g., nutrients, dissolved oxygen, 
salinity/conductivity).   
 
Dry weather monitoring data were compiled from Annual Stormwater Monitoring 
Reports submitted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for 
the period from 2005 to 2011 to reflect the most recent data.  The Annual 
Stormwater Monitoring Reports include the results for dry weather samples that 
were collected from 2005 to 2011 on 15 different dates.   
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For each monitored parameter, the most stringent applicable water quality 
objective/criterion was identified from the Basin Plan and the CTR at 
40 CFR section 131.38.  The following assumptions were made when conducting 
the analysis: 

 
• The mass emissions stations represented only freshwater segments.  

Accordingly, CTR criteria for the protection of freshwater aquatic life were 
selected for comparison to monitoring results.   

• For hardness-dependent metals, criteria were derived by using the lowest 
reported dry-weather hardness value for each mass emission station for the 
period of 2005 to 2011.   

• For screening purposes the criteria associated with the most protective 
beneficial use for any segment within the watershed was selected for 
comparison to monitoring results.   

• Basin Plan surface water quality objectives for minerals (i.e., total dissolved 
solids, sulfate, and chloride) apply to specific stream reaches within each 
watershed and are provided in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan.  Where no 
specific objectives are identified, footnote f to Table 3-8 provides guidelines 
for protection of various beneficial uses.  When guidelines were presented as 
a range, the most protective (low end of range) value was selected and 
applied according to beneficial uses in the watershed.   

• With the exception of bacteria, the water quality objectives used for the 
analysis are the most current in effect.  Since adoption of Order No.  01-182 
in 2001, some Basin Plan objectives and CTR criteria have been amended.  
As a result, the pollutants monitored under the MRP for Order No.  01-182 
may not necessarily reflect current objectives. 

• E coli bacteria was not required as part of the MRP to Order No.  01-182, thus 
screening for bacteria was based solely on fecal coliform.  Monitoring results 
for fecal coliform were compared to the Basin Plan fecal coliform objective in 
effect during the monitoring period.  The Basin Plan objective for bacteria was 
amended in December 2011 to omit fecal coliform as a fresh water objective.  
The existing numeric bacteria objective for freshwater is limited to E.  coli.  
The Basin Plan bacteria objectives are expressed as a single sample 
maximum and a geometric mean.  In this screening, limited data precluded 
calculation of geometric means, therefore, the geometric mean objective was 
treated as a “not-to-exceed” criterion for screening purposes.  The geometric 
mean objective for fecal coliform is 200/100 ml (the Basin Plan objective to 
protect primary contact recreation beneficial use (REC-1) uses in 
freshwaters). 

• Within a given watershed, where the Basin Plan designates a “Potential” 
beneficial use of MUN, drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) 
were not applied as the most stringent objectives.  Within a given watershed, 
where the Basin Plan designates “Potential” or “Intermittent” for beneficial 
uses other than MUN, the appropriate protective objectives were used for 
screening.  This is consistent with Basin Plan requirements and existing 
permitting procedures.   
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The maximum reported pollutant concentration was compared to the most 
stringent applicable water quality objective to determine if there was potential for 
receiving water concentrations to exceed water quality objectives.   
 
Table F-10 summarizes the results of the RPA analysis based on evaluation of 
the 15 sets of data for the period of 2005 to 2011 for each of the mass emission 
stations.  Generally, all priority pollutant organic parameters were reported as 
below detection levels at practical quantitation levels (PQLs) consistent with the 
minimum levels (MLs) listed in the SIP.  The most prevalent pollutants of concern 
among the mass emission stations include fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, 
mercury, chloride, sulfate, total dissolved solids, copper, and selenium.  Reported 
fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, copper, and selenium concentrations appear to 
consistently exceed objectives/criteria in all watersheds at relatively high levels.  
For watersheds where objectives apply for sulfate and total dissolved solids, the 
receiving water concentrations consistently exceeded the objectives.  The 
incidences where exceedances are indicated for mercury are largely due to 
analytical detection levels that were higher than the applicable criterion.   

 
Table F-10.   Summary of LA County Watersheds and Frequency of Receiving Water 

Exceeding Criteria - 2005 to 2011- Dry Season Data Analysis1 

Parameter 
Santa Clara 

River 
Los Angeles 

River 
Dominguez 

Channel 
Ballona Creek Malibu Creek 

San Gabriel River 

Upper Portion Lower Portion 

pH 0/15 7/15 5/15 3/15 0/15 1/14 2/15 

Total Coliform 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective) 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Fecal Coliform 4/15 4/15 10/15 13/15 6/15 11/14 13/15 

Enterococcus 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Chloride 15/15 15/15 No Objective 0/15 0/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Oxygen 1/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 √1/14 0/15 

Nitrate-N 0/15 0/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 7/14 No Objective 

Nitrite-N 0/15 3/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/15 No Objective 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

4/15 0/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/14 No Objective 

Sulfate 15/15 15/15 No Objective No Objective 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Dissolved Solids 15/15 15/15 No Objective No Objective 13/15 14/14 15/15 

Turbidity2 0/15 2/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/15 0/15 

Cyanide 11/15 14/15 4/15 15/15 3/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Aluminum 1/15 2/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 1/14 No Objective 

Dissolved Copper 0/15 0/15 5/15 0/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Copper 1/15 6/15 11/15 3/15 0/15 13/14 2/15 

Dissolved Lead 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Total Lead 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Mercury 1515 14/15 14/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Mercury 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 14/14 

Total Nickel 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Dissolved Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Total Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Dissolved Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 7/10 0/15 

Total Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/1) 0/15 0/15 10/10 0/15 
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1.
 Frequency of exceedance is denoted as number of exceedances/number of dry weather samples evaluated.  For 

example, “2/15” indicates 2 of the 15 samples had analytical results that exceeded the water quality objective for a given 
parameter. 

2.
 The Basin Plan objective for turbidity for the protection of MUN is the secondary MCL of 5 NTU.  The Basin Plan contains 

additional turbidity objectives expressed as incremental changes over natural conditions.  Since inadequate data were 
available to assess criteria expressed as incremental changes, only the MCL was considered in the analysis. 

c. Requirements for Controlling Non-Storm Water Discharges 

The USEPA’s approach for non-storm water discharges from MS4s is to regulate 
these discharges under the existing CWA section 402 NPDES framework for 
discharges to surface waters.  The NPDES program (40 CFR section 122.44(d)) 
utilizes discharge prohibitions and effluent limitations as regulatory mechanisms 
to regulate non-storm water discharges, including the use of technology- and 
water quality-based effluent limitations.  Non-numerical controls, such as BMPs 
for non-storm water discharges may only be authorized where numerical effluent 
limitations are infeasible. 
 
As described in Table F-10 above, there were a number of pollutants for which it 
was determined that receiving water concentrations at the mass emission 
stations indicate possible exceedances of water quality standards within the 
watershed.  However, for waterbody-pollutant combinations not subject to a 
TMDL, there is uncertainty regarding whether exceedances occurred within 
specific segments where standards apply; the extent to which non-storm water 
discharges from the MS4 have caused or contributed to any exceedances; and 
whether the exceedances are attributable to any one or more specific MS4 
outfalls within the watershed management area.   
 
Given the need for additional data on non-stormwater discharges from the MS4 
where a TMDL has not been developed, USEPA and the State have used action 
levels as a means to gauge potential impact to water quality and to identify the 
potential need for additional controls for non-stormwater discharges in the future.  
If these action levels are exceeded, then additional requirements (e.g., numeric 
effluent limitations, increased monitoring, special studies, additional BMPs) are 
typically used to address the potential impacts.  In this case, non-storm water 
action levels are applicable to non-storm water discharges from that MS4 outfall.  
Non-storm water discharges from the MS4 are those which occur during dry 
weather conditions.  These action levels are not applied to storm water 
discharges, as defined within this Order.  Storm water discharges regulated by 
this Order are required to meet the MEP standard and other provisions 
determined necessary by the State to control pollutants and have separate 
requirements under this Order.   
 
The use of action levels in this Order does not restrict the Regional Water Boards 
ability to modify this Order in accordance with 40 CFR section 122.62 to include 
numeric effluent limitations should monitoring data indicate that controls beyond 
action levels are necessary to ensure that non-storm water discharges do not 
cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards. 
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i. Approach for Deriving Action Levels 

Where exceedances are indicated in Table F-10 and where a TMDL has not 
been developed, action levels are applied as a screening tool to indicate 
where non-storm water discharges, including exempted flows and illicit 
connections may be causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality 
objectives.  Action levels in this Order are based upon numeric or narrative 
water quality objectives and criteria as defined in the Basin Plan, the Water 
Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan), and the 
CTR. 

(1) Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries 

Priority Pollutants Subject to the CTR 

Priority pollutant water quality criteria in the CTR are applicable to all 
inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries.  The CTR contains 
both saltwater and freshwater criteria.  Because a distinct separation 
generally does not exist between freshwater and saltwater aquatic 
communities, the following apply, in accordance with Section 131.38(c)(3): 
 
• For waters in which the salinity is equal to or less than 1 part per 

thousand (ppt), the freshwater criteria apply. 
• For waters in which the salinity is greater than 10 ppt 95 percent or 

more of the time, the saltwater criteria apply.   
• For waters in which the salinity is between 1 ppt and 10 ppt, the more 

stringent of the freshwater or saltwater criteria apply. 
 
For continuous discharges, 40 CFR section 122.45(d)(1) specifies daily 
maximum and average monthly effluent limitations.  Because of the 
uncertainty regarding the frequency of occurrence and duration of non-
storm water discharges through the MS4, average monthly action levels 
(AMALs) and maximum daily action levels (MDALs) were calculated 
following the procedure based on the steady-state model, available in 
Section 1.4 of the SIP.  The SIP procedures were used to calculate action 
levels for CTR priority pollutants and other constituents for which the 
Basin Plan contains numeric objectives. 
 
Since many of the streams in the Region have minimal upstream flows, 
mixing zones and dilution credits are usually not appropriate.  Therefore, 
in this Order, no dilution credit is being allowed.   
 
40 CFR section 122.45(c) requires that effluent limitations for metals be 
expressed as total recoverable concentration; therefore it is appropriate to 
include action levels also as a total recoverable concentration.  The SIP 
requires that if it is necessary to express a dissolved metal value as a total 
recoverable and a site-specific translator has not yet been developed, the 
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Regional Water Board shall use the applicable conversion factor 
contained in the 40 CFR section 131.38.   
 
Using nickel as an example, and assuming application of saltwater criteria 
(e.g., a situation where an MS4 outfall discharges to an estuary), the 
following demonstrates how action levels were established for this Order.  
The tables in Attachment H provide the action levels for each watershed 
management area addressed by this Order using the process described 
below. 
 
The process for developing these limits is in accordance with Section 1.4 
of the SIP.  Two sets of AMAL and MDAL values are calculated 
separately, one set for the protection of aquatic life and the other for the 
protection of human health (consumption of organisms only).  The AMALs 
and MDALs for aquatic life and human health are compared, and the most 
restrictive AMAL and the most restrictive MDAL are selected as the action 
level.   
 
Step 1: For each constituent requiring an action level, identify the 
applicable water quality criteria or objective.  For each criterion, determine 
the effluent concentration allowance (ECA) using the following steady 
state mass balance equation: 

 
ECA = C + D(C-B) when C > B, and 
ECA = C when C ≤ B, 
 
Where: 
 

 C =  The priority pollutant criterion/objective, adjusted if 
necessary for hardness, pH and translators (criteria for 
saltwater are independent of hardness and pH). 

 D =  The dilution credit, and 
   B = The ambient background concentration 

 
As discussed above, for this Order, dilution was not allowed; therefore: 
 

ECA = C 
 

For nickel the applicable ECAs are: 

ECAacute = 75 µg/L 
 
ECAchronic=  8.3 µg/L 
 

Step 2: For each ECA based on aquatic life criterion/objective, determine 
the long-term average discharge condition (LTA) by multiplying the ECA 
by a factor (multiplier).  The multiplier is a statistically based factor that 
adjusts the ECA to account for effluent variability.  The value of the 
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multiplier varies depending on the coefficient of variation (CV) of the data 
set and whether it is an acute or chronic criterion/objective.  Table 1 of 
the SIP provides pre-calculated values for the multipliers based on the 
value of the CV.  Equations to develop the multipliers in place of using 
values in the tables are provided in Section 1.4, Step 3 of the SIP and will 
not be repeated here. 

 
LTAacute = ECAacute x Multiplieracute 99 

 
LTAchronic= ECAchronic x Multiplierchronic 99 

 
The CV for the data set must be determined before the multipliers can be 
selected and will vary depending on the number of samples and the 
standard deviation of a data set.  If the data set is less than 10 samples, or 
at least 80% of the samples in the data set are reported as non-detect, the 
CV shall be set equal to 0.6.  For nickel, a CV of 0.6 was assumed. 

For nickel, the following data were used to develop the acute and chronic 
LTA using equations provided in Section 1.4, Step 3 of the SIP (Table 1 of 
the SIP also provides this data up to three decimals): 

CV ECA Multiplieracute ECA Multiplierchronic 
0.6 0.32 0.53 

 
LTAacute = 75 µg/L x 0.32 = 24 µg/L 
 
LTAchronic = 8.3 µg/L x 0.53 = 4.4 µg/L 
 
Step 3: Select the most limiting (lowest) of the LTA. 
 
LTA = most limiting of LTAacute or LTAchronic 

 
For nickel, the most limiting LTA was the LTAchronic 

LTAnickel= LTAchronic = 4.4 µg/L 

 
Step 4: Calculate the action levels by multiplying the LTA by a factor 
(multiplier).  Action levels are expressed as AMAL and MDAL.  The 
multiplier is a statistically based factor that adjusts the LTA for the 
averaging periods and exceedance frequencies of the criteria/objectives 
and the action levels.  The value of the multiplier varies depending on the 
probability basis, the CV of the data set, the number of samples (for 
AMAL) and whether it is a monthly or daily limit.  Table 2 of the SIP 
provides pre-calculated values for the multipliers based on the value of the 
CV and the number of samples.  Equations to develop the multipliers in 
place of using values in the tables are provided in Section 1.4, Step 5 of 
the SIP and will not be repeated here. 
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AMALaquatic life = LTA x AMALmultiplier 95 
 
MDALaquatic life = LTA x MDALmultiplier 99 
 
AMAL multipliers are based on a 95th percentile occurrence probability, 
and the MDAL multipliers are based on the 99th percentile occurrence 
probability.  If the number of samples is less than four (4), the default 
number of samples to be used is four (4). 
 
For nickel, the following data were used to develop the AMAL and MDAL 
for action levels using equations provided in Section 1.4, Step 5 of the SIP 
(Table 2 of the SIP also provides this data up to two decimals): 
 

No.  of 
Samples Per 

Month 
CV MultiplierMDAL 99 MultiplierAMAL 95 

4 0.6 3.11 1.55 

 
Therefore: 

 
AMAL = 4.4 µg/L x 1.55 = 6.8 µg/L 
 
MDAL= 4.4 µg/L x 3.11 = 14 µg/L 
 

 
Step 5:  For the ECA based on human health, set the AMAL equal to the 
ECAhuman health 

AMALhuman health = ECAhuman health 
 

For nickel:  
 

AMALhuman health = 4,600 µg/L 
 

Step 6: Calculate the MDAL for human health by multiplying the AMAL by 
the ratio of the MultiplierMDAL to the MultiplierAMAL.  Table 2 of the SIP 
provides pre-calculated ratios to be used in this calculation based on the 
CV and the number of samples. 

MDALhuman health = AMALhuman health  x (MultiplierMDAL / MultiplierAMAL) 
 

For nickel, the following data were used to develop the MDALhuman health: 
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No.  of 
Samples Per 

Month 
CV MultiplierMDAL 99 MultiplierAMAL 95 Ratio 

4 0.6 3.11 1.55 2.0 

 

For nickel: 
 

MDALhuman health= 4,600 µg/L x 2 = 9,200 µg/L 

Step 7: Select the lower of the AMAL and MDAL based on aquatic life and 
human health as the non-storm water action level for this Order. 

AMALaquatic life MDALaquatic life AMALhuman health MDALhuman health 
6.8 14 4,600 9,200 

 
For nickel, the lowest (most restrictive) levels are based on aquatic toxicity 
and serve as the basis for non-storm water action levels included in this 
Order.   

Basin Plan Requirements for Other Pollutants  

A number of pollutants were identified that exceed applicable Basin Plan 
objectives.  These objectives however, are not amenable to the SIP 
process for developing action levels.   
 
Resolution No.  01-018, Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Los Angeles Region to Update the Bacteria Objectives for Water 
Bodies Designated for Water Contact Recreation, adopted by the 
Regional Water Board on October 25, 2001, served as the basis for the 
action levels for bacteria.  Subsequently, the Basin Plan was amended 
through Order No.  R10-005 (effective on December 5, 2011) to remove 
the freshwater fecal coliform numeric objective while retaining the 
freshwater objective for E.  coli.  The dry-weather evaluation conducted for 
fecal coliform indicates of a need for a bacteria action level.  Since the 
Basin Plan no longer contains freshwater objectives for fecal coliform, 
action levels have been developed for E.  coli in freshwater.  The current 
bacteria objectives (saltwater and freshwater) are applied directly to the 
MS4 outfalls discharging to freshwaters to serve as action levels.   
 
The Basin Plan, in Tables 3-5 through 3-7, include chemical constituents 
objectives based on the incorporation of Title 22, Drinking Water 
Standards, by reference, to protect the surface water MUN beneficial use.  
The Basin Plan in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 also includes mineral quality 
objectives that apply to specific watersheds and stream reaches and 
where indicated by the beneficial use of ground water recharge (GWR).  
These objectives contained in the Basin Plan are listed as not-to-exceed 
values.  Consistent with the approach used by the Regional Water Board 
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in other Orders for dry weather discharges, these not-to-exceed values will 
be applied as AMALs in this Order. 

(2) Discharges to the Surf Zone 

From the Table B water quality objectives of the Ocean Plan, action levels 
are calculated according to Equation 1 of the Ocean Plan for all pollutants: 

Ce = Co + Dm(Co-Cs) 

Where: 

Ce = the Action Level (µg/L) 
Co = the water quality objective to be met at the completion of initial 

dilution (µg/L) 
Cs = background seawater concentration (µg/L)  
Dm = minimum probable initial dilution expressed as parts seawater 

per part wastewater 

The Dm is based on observed waste flow characteristics, receiving water 
density structure, and the assumption that no currents of sufficient 
strength to influence the initial dilution process flow across the discharge 
structure.  Initial dilution is the process that results in the rapid and 
irreversible turbulent mixing of wastewater with ocean water around the 
point of discharge.  It is conservatively assumed that when non-storm 
water discharges to the surf zone occur, that conditions are such that no 
rapid mixing would occur.  Therefore, an initial dilution is not allowed and 
the formula above reduces to: 

Ce = Co  
 

The following demonstrates how the action levels for copper are 
established.   

 
Copper 
 Ce = 3 µg/L (6-Month Median) 
 Ce = 12 µg/L (Daily Maximum) 
 Ce = 30 µg/L (Instantaneous Maximum) 

 
ii. Applicability of Action Levels 

The action levels included in this Order apply to pollutants in non-storm water 
discharges from the MS4 to receiving waters that are not already subject to 
WQBELs to implement TMDL wasteload allocations applicable during dry 
weather. 
 
This Order requires outfall-based monitoring throughout each Watershed 
Management Area, including monitoring during dry weather.  The dry weather 
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monitoring data will be evaluated by the Permittee(s) in comparison to all 
applicable action levels.   

 
iii. Requirements When Action Levels are Exceeded 

When monitoring data indicates an action level is exceeded for one or more 
pollutants, then the Permittee will be required to implement actions to identify 
the source of the non-storm water discharge, and depending on the identified 
source, implement an appropriate response.  With respect to action levels, 
the Permittee will have identified appropriate procedures within the 
Watershed Management Program (Part VI.C) and the Illicit Connection and 
Illicit Discharge Elimination Program (Part VI.D.9). 

 
G. New Development/Re-Development Effectiveness Monitoring 

This Order requires the use of Low Impact Development (LID) designs to reduce storm 
water runoff (and pollutant discharges) from new development or re-development 
projects.  In areas that drain to water bodies that have been armored or are not natural 
drainages, the goal of this requirement is to protect water quality by retaining on-site the 
storm water runoff from the 85th percentile storm event.  This is the design storm used 
throughout most of California for water quality protection.  If it is not technically feasible 
due to site constraints (e.g., close proximity to a drinking water supply, slope instability) 
or if instead the project proponent is proposing to supplement a groundwater 
replenishment project, the project proponent may provide treatment BMPs to reduce 
pollutant loading in storm water runoff from the project site.  Flow through treatment 
BMPs are less effective in reducing pollutant loadings than on-site retention for the 
design storm.  Therefore the project proponent must mitigate the impacts further by 
providing for LID designs at retrofit projects or other off-site locations within the same 
subwatershed.  The effectiveness monitoring is designed to assess and track whether 
post construction operation of the LID designs are effective in retaining the design storm 
runoff volume.   
 
For projects located in natural drainages, the goal of the LID design is to retain the pre-
development hydrology, unless a water body is not susceptible to hydromodification 
effects (e.g., estuaries or the ocean).  Smaller projects that will disturb less than 50 
acres of land are presumed to meet the criteria if the project retains the storm water 
runoff from the 95th percentile storm.  The effectiveness monitoring in this situation 
should be design to confirm that storm water runoff is not occurring for any storm at or 
less than the 95th percentile storm.  Projects may also demonstrate compliance by 
showing that the erosion potential will be approximately 1 as described in Attachment J 
of this Order.  For larger projects, the project proponent may be required to conduct 
modeling to demonstrate compliance by comparing the hydrographs of a two-year storm 
for the pre-development and post-development conditions, or by comparing the flow 
duration curves for a reference watershed and the post project condition.  Flow 
monitoring will be required to substantiate the simulated hydrographs or flow duration 
curves. 
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H. Regional Studies 

1. Pyrethroid Insecticides Study Requirements 

In addition to routine monitoring, this Order requires the Permittees to conduct 
regional studies of Pyrethroid toxicity1 in receiving waters as Pyrethroid toxicity has 
become an emerging issue in urban drainages.  The Pyrethroid Toxicity monitoring 
program required in this Order is based on the Ventura County MS4 Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan.   

The results of the receiving water monitoring, Pyrethroid Study and bioassessment 
surveys may be used in to optimize Watershed Management Program actions, as 
described in Part VI.C. of this Order (Watershed Management Programs). 

2. Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition Watershed Monitoring 
Program 

Also, as a condition to this Order, Permittees must participate in the bioassessment 
studies conducted under the Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition 
Watershed Monitoring Program.  Bioassessment provides a direct measure of 
whether aquatic life beneficial uses are fully supported and integrates the effects of 
multiple factors including pollutant discharges, changes in hydrology, 
geomorphology, and riparian buffers.   

I. Aquatic Toxicity Monitoring Methods 

Based on the stated goals of the CWA, the USEPA and individual states implement 
three approaches to monitoring water quality. These approaches include chemical-
specific monitoring, toxicity testing, and bioassessments (USEPA 1991a).  Each of the 
three approaches has distinct advantages and all three work together to ensure that the 
physical, chemical and biological integrity of our waters are protected.  Water quality 
objectives have been developed for only a limited universe of chemicals. For mixtures of 
chemicals with unknown interactions or for chemicals having no chemical-specific 
objectives, the sole use of chemical-specific objectives to safeguard aquatic resources 
would not ensure adequate protection. Aquatic life in southern California coastal 
watersheds are often exposed to nearly 100% effluent from wastewater treatment 
plants, urban runoff, or storm water; therefore, toxicity testing and bioassessments are 
also critical components for monitoring programs as they offer a more direct and 
thorough confirmation of biological impacts.  The primary advantage of using the toxicity 
testing approach is that this tool can be used to assess toxic effects (acute and chronic) 
of all the chemicals in aqueous samples of effluent, receiving water, or storm water. 
This allows the cumulative effect of the aqueous mixture to be evaluated, rather than 

                                            
1
 Weston et al.  2006.  Pyrethroid Pesticide Insecticides and Sediment Toxicity in Urban Creeks from California and 

Tennessee.  Environ.  Sci.  Technol.  2006.  40, 1700-1706. 
  
Holmes et al.  2008.  Statewide Investigation of the Role of Pyrethroid Pesticides in Sediment Toxicity in California's Urban 
Waterways.  Environ.  Sci.  Tehcnol.2008.  7003-7009. 
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the toxic responses to individual chemicals (USEPA, EPA Regions 8, 9, and 10 Toxicity 
Training Tool, January 2010).  

Based on available data from the LA County MS4 Permit Annual Monitoring Reports, 
samples collected at mass emissions stations during both wet weather and dry weather 
have been found to be toxic in the San Gabriel River, Coyote Creek, the Los Angeles 
River, Dominguez Channel, Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, and the Santa Clara River, 
demonstrating the need for this toxicity monitoring requirement (see Table below). 

Summary of Toxicity by Watershed 

Source and 

Season 

San 

Gabriel 

River 

Coyote Creek 
Los Angeles 

River 

Dominguez 

Channel 

Ballona 

Creek 

Malibu 

Creek 

Santa 

Clara 

River 

Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report (1994-2005) 

Wet 

Weather - 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF CDS, SUF 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF CDR, SUF CDR CDS 

Dry 

Weather - SUF SUF SUF SUF - - 

Annual Monitoring Reports (2005-2010) 

Wet Weather 

2005-06 - - SUF 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF SUF - - 

2006-07 SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF 

2007-08 SUF - - SUF - CDS,CDR,SUF SUF 

2008-09 - SUF SUF - SUF CDS,CDR,SUF - 

2009-10 - - - - - - - 

Dry Weather 

2005-06 - - - - - CDS,CDR - 

2006-07 - - - - SUF - - 

2007-08 - - CDS,CDR - SUF - - 

2008-09 - - SUF - - - - 

2009-10 - - - - - - - 

Notes: 

     CDS= Ceriodaphnia survival toxicity   

SUF= Sea Urchin fertilization toxicity 

   CDR= Ceriodaphnia reproduction 

toxicity 

 

This Order requires Permittee(s) to conduct acute toxicity tests (96-hour static renewal 
toxicity tests) on water samples, by methods specified in 40 CFR Part 136 which cites 
USEPA’s Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters 
to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, Fifth Edition, October 2002, USEPA, Office of 
Water, Washington D.C. (EPA/821/R-02/012) or a more recent edition. 
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In the selection of test species, USEPA recommends the use of species from 
ecologically diverse taxa. The recommendation is to screen an effluent with at least 
three species (a fish, an invertebrate, and a plant) for chronic testing and two species (a 
fish and an invertebrate) for acute testing. This recommendation is based upon the fact 
that there are species sensitivity differences among different groups of organisms to 
different toxicants (USEPA, EPA Regions 8, 9, and 10 Toxicity Training Tool, January 
2010). 

For freshwater, this Order requires the Permittee(s) to conduct the chronic toxicity test 
in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms Fourth Edition, October 2002, 
(EPA/821/R-02/013), or a more recent edition.  

For brackish water, this Order requires the Permittee(s) to conduct the chronic toxicity 
test in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine 
Organisms, First Edition, August 1995, (EPA/600/R-95/136), or Short Term Methods for 
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Marine and 
Estuarine Organisms, Third Edition, October 2002, (EPA/821-R-02-014), or a more 
recent edition.   

This Order proposes the use of 3 organisms for chronic toxicity testing, but for acute 
testing, where the fish species is found to be the most sensitive of the two species 
tested, only fish (2 species) will be used for acute testing in cases where 2 fish species, 
tolerant of different salinities) are required based on the expected salinity of the 
receiving water.  In cases where only one fish species is needed, both the fish and 
invertebrate test will be performed.  In cases where the invertebrate is the most 
sensitive species, both the invertebrate and fish tests will be required.  Rescreening of 
the test species is required to verify the most sensitive test species are being used. 

Furthermore, the toxicity component of the Monitoring Program includes toxicity 
identification procedures so that pollutants that are causing or contributing to acute or 
chronic effects in aquatic life exposed to these waters can be identified and others can 
be discounted.  Once these constituents are identified, the first phase of a Toxicity 
Reduction Plan (TRE) is to conduct a Toxicity Identification Plan (TIE).  TIEs are 
needed to identify the culprit constituents to be used to prioritize management actions. 

In this Order, Permittee(s) are required to prepare and submit a copy of the 
Permittee(s)’s initial investigation TRE workplan to the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board for approval. The Permittee(s) shall use USEPA manuals 
EPA/600/2-88/070 (industrial) or EPA/833B-99/002 (municipal) as guidance.  This 
workplan shall describe the steps the Permittee(s) intends to follow if toxicity is 
detected, and shall include, at a minimum: 

•••• A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that will be used to 
identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and MCM 
and/or BMP efficiency. 
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•••• A description of the Permittee(s) methods for minimizing the toxicity of storm 
water and non-storm water discharges. 

•••• If a TIE is necessary, an indication of the person who would conduct the TIEs 
(i.e., an in-house expert or an outside contractor). 

TRE development and implementation is directly tied to the integrated monitoring 
programs and watershed management program, to ensure that management actions 
and follow-up monitoring are implemented when problems are identified.  Permittees 
are encouraged to coordinate TREs with concurrent TMDLs where overlap exists.  If a 
TMDL is being developed or implemented for an identified toxic pollutant, much of the 
work necessary to meet the objectives of a TRE may already be underway, and 
information and implementation measures should be shared.    

Overall, the toxicity monitoring program will assess the impact of storm water and non-
storm water discharges on the overall quality of aquatic fauna and flora and implement 
measures to ensure that those impacts are eliminated or reduced.  As stated previously, 
chemical monitoring does not necessarily reveal the totality of impacts of storm water on 
aquatic life and habitat-related beneficial uses of water bodies.  Therefore, toxicity 
requirements are a necessary component of the MS4 monitoring program. 

J. Special Studies 

Requirements to conduct special studies as described in TMDL Implementation Plans 
that were approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board prior to the 
effective date of this Order are incorporated into this Order by reference. 

K. Annual Reporting 

The Annual Reporting requirement was also required in Order No. 01-182 and provides 
summary information to the Regional Water Board on each Permittee’s participation in 
one or more Watershed Management Programs; the impact of each Permittee(s) storm 
water and non-storm water discharges on the receiving water; each Permittee’s 
compliance with receiving water limitations, numeric water quality based effluent 
limitations, and non-storm water action levels; and the effectiveness of each 
Permittee(s) control measures in reducing discharges of pollutants from the MS4 to 
receiving waters.  In addition the Annual Report allows the Regional Water Board to 
assess whether the quality of MS4 discharges and the health of receiving waters is 
improving, staying the same, or declining as a result watershed management program 
efforts, and/or TMDL implementation measures, or other Control Measures and whether 
changes in water quality can be attributed to pollutant controls imposed on new 
development, re-development, or retrofit projects.  The Annual Report provides the 
Permittee(s) a forum to discuss the effectiveness of its past and ongoing control 
measure efforts and to convey its plans for future control measures as well as a way to 
present data and conclusions in a transparent manner so as to allow review and 
understanding by the general public.  Overall the Annual Report allows Permittee’s to 
focus reporting efforts on watershed condition, water quality assessment, and an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures. 
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L. Watershed Summary Information, Organization and Content 

As a means to establish a baseline and then identify changes or trends, for each 
watershed, each Permittee shall provide the information on its watershed management 
area, subwatershed area, and drainage areas within the subwatershed area in its odd 
year Annual Report (e.g., Year 1, 3, 5).  The requested information should be provided 
for each watershed within the Permittee’s jurisdiction.  Alternatively, permittees 
participating in a Watershed Management Program may provide the requested 
information through the development and submission of a Watershed Management 
Program report or within a TMDL Implementation Plan Annual Report.  However, in 
either case, the Permittee shall bear responsibility for the completeness and accuracy of 
the referenced information.  This reporting requirement helps to ensure that both the 
Permittee and the Regional Water Board have up to date information on the status of 
each of their watersheds and subwatersheds. 

M. Jurisdictional Assessment and Reporting 

The requested information shall be provided for each watershed within the Permittee’s 
jurisdiction.  Annual Reports submitted on behalf of a group of Watershed Permittees 
shall clearly identify all data collected and strategies, control measures, and 
assessments implemented by each Permittee within its jurisdiction as well as those 
implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale.  Permittees must provide 
information on storm water control measures, an effectiveness assessment of storm 
water control measures, information on non-storm water control measures, an 
effectiveness assessment of non-storm water control measures, an integrated 
monitoring compliance report, information on adaptive management strategies, and 
supporting data and information.  The addition of this reporting requirement serves as a 
mechanism to evaluate and ensure the protection of receiving water quality on a 
watershed scale.   
 

N. TMDL Reporting 

Reporting requirements included in this Order and Attachment E (MRP) were 
established during the TMDL development process for each individual TMDL.  These 
reporting requirements have incorporated into this Order to implement TMDL 
requirements.   

 
XIV. SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The California Supreme Court has ruled that although California Water Code section 13263 
requires the Water Boards to consider the factors set forth in California Water Code section 
13241 when issuing an NPDES permit, the Water Boards may not consider the factors to 
justify imposing pollutant restriction that are less stringent than the applicable federal 
requlations require. (City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 
Cal.4th 613, 618, 627). However, when the pollutant restrictions in an NPDES permit are 
more stringent than federal law requires, California Water Code section 13263 requires that 
the Water Boards consider the factors described in section 13241 as they apply to those 
specific restrictions.  
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The Regional Water Board finds that the requirements in this Order are not more stringent 
than the minimum federal requirements. Among other requirements, federal law requires 
MS4 permits to include requirements to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into 
the storm sewers, in addition to requiring controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants in 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable and other provisions that the agency 
determines are necessary for the control of pollutants in MS4 discharges. The requirements 
in this Order may be more specific or detailed than those enumerated in federal regulations 
under 40 CFR § 122.26 or in USEPA guidance. However, the requirements have been 
designed to be consistent with and within the federal statutory mandates described in 
Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) and (iii) and the related federal regulations and 
guidance. Consistent with federal law, all of the conditions in this Order could have been 
included in a permit adopted by USEPA in the absence of the in lieu authority of California 
to issue NPDES permits. Moreover, the inclusion of numeric WQBELs in this Order does 
not cause the permit to be more stringent than current federal law. Federal law authorizes 
both narrative and numeric effluent limitations to meet state water quality standards. The 
inclusion of WQBELs as discharge specifications in an NPDES permit in order to achieve 
compliance with water quality standards is not a more stringent requirement than the 
inclusion of BMP based permit limitations to achieve water quality standards. (State Water 
Board Order No. WQ 2006-0012 (Boeing).) Therefore, a 13241 analysis is not required for 
permit requirements that implement the effective prohibition on the discharge of non-storm 
water discharges into the MS4, or for controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm 
water to the maximum extent practicable, or other provisions that the Regional Water Board 
has determined appropriate to control such pollutants, as those requirements are mandated 
by federal law.. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Water Board has developed an economic analysis 
of this Order, consistent with California Water Code section 13241. That analysis is 
provided below. The Regional Water Board has considered all of the evidence that has 
been presented regarding the 13241 factors in adopting this Order. The Regional Water 
Board finds that the requirements in this Order are reasonably necessary to protect 
beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan, and the econimic information related to costs of 
compliance and other section 13241 factors are not sufficient to justify failing to protect 
those beneficial uses. Where appropriate, the Regional Water Board has provided 
Permittees with additional time to implement control measures to achieve final WQBELs 
and/or water quality standards.  
 
A. Past, present and probable future beneficial uses of water.  
 
Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan identifies designated beneficial uses for water bodies in the 
Los Angeles Region, which are the receiving waters for MS4 discharges.  Beneficial uses 
are also identified in the findings of this Order and further discussed relative to TMDLs in 
section VI.D of this Fact Sheet. 
 
B. Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under consideration, 
including the quality of water available thereto.  
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Environmental characteristics of each of the Watershed Management Areas covered by 
this Order, including the quality of water, are discussed in the Region's Watershed 
Management Initiative Chapter as well as available in State of the Watershed reports and 
the State’s CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired waters.  
 

� Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/santa_
clara_river_watershed/santa_clara_river_watershed.doc 

� Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/santa_
monica_bayWMA/santa_monica_bayWMA.doc 

� Dominguez Channel Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/domin
guez_channelWMA/dominguez_channelWMA.doc 

� Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/los_an
geles_river_watershed/los_angeles_river_watershed.doc 

� San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/san_g
abriel_river_watershed/san_gabriel_river_watershed.doc 

� Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/los_ce
rritos_channelWMA/los_cerritos_channelWMA.doc 

� Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/wmi/index.shtml  
http://www.sawpa.org/watershedinfo.html  

 
The quality of water in major receiving waters for MS4 discharges has been routinely 
monitored by Permittees through the Monitoring and Reporting Program under Order No. 
01-182.  Below are summaries of water quality exceedances reported for the 2010-2011 
reporting year. 
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Summary of Constituents that Did Not Meet Water Quality Objectives at Mass 

Emission Stations during 2010-2011 for One or More Events 
 

Mass Emission/Watershed Wet Dry 

 

Ballona Creek (S01)
2
 

Fecal coliforms3 

pH
4
 

Dissolved zinc 

pH
3
 

 

Malibu Creek (S02) 

Fecal coliforms 

Cyanide  

pH
3
 

Sulfate 

 

Fecal coliforms 

Sulfate 

 

Los Angeles River (S10)
1

 

Fecal coliforms
2

  

pH
3

 

Dissolved zinc 

Cyanide 

 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

 

Coyote Creek (S13) 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

pH
3
 

Dissolved zinc 

 

Fecal coliforms 

 

San Gabriel River (S14) 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

pH
3
 

 

 

Dominguez Channel (S28)
1
 

 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

Dissolved copper 

Dissolved zinc 

 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

 

Santa Clara River (S29) 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

Dissolved zinc 

 

 

                                            
2
 More urbanized watersheds. 

3
 Subject to the fecal coliform water quality objective high-flow suspension (LARWQCB, 2003). 

4
 pH was evaluated outside of holding time. 

RB-AR3938



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-134 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

The following table summarizes the results of an analysis based on evaluation of the 15 
sets of dry weather data for the period of 2005 to 2011 for each of the mass emission 
stations.  The most prevalent pollutants of concern among the mass emission stations 
include fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, mercury, chloride, sulfate, total dissolved solids, 
copper, and selenium.  Reported results for fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, copper, and 
selenium concentrations consistently exceeded water quality objectives in all watersheds.  
For watersheds where objectives apply for sulfate and total dissolved solids, the receiving 
water concentrations consistently exceeded the objectives.  The incidences where 
exceedances are indicated for mercury are largely due to analytical detection levels that 
were higher than the applicable objective. 
 

Summary of LA County Watersheds and Frequency of Receiving Water Exceeding 
Water Quality Objectives (2005 to 2011 - Dry Season Data Analysis)1 

Parameter 
Santa 
Clara 
River 

Los 
Angeles 

River 

Dominguez 
Channel 

Ballona 
Creek 

Malibu 
Creek 

San Gabriel River 

Upper 
Portion 

Lower 
Portion 

pH 0/15 7/15 5/15 3/15 0/15 1/14 2/15 

Total Coliform 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective) 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Fecal Coliform 4/15 4/15 10/15 13/15 6/15 11/14 13/15 

Enterococcus 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Chloride 15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Oxygen 1/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Nitrate-N 0/15 0/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 7/14 

No 
Objective 

Nitrite-N 0/15 3/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/15 

No 
Objective 

Methylene Blue 
Active Substances 

4/15 0/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/14 

No 
Objective 

Sulfate 15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
15/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Dissolved 
Solids 

15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
13/15 14/14 15/15 

Turbidity
2
 0/15 2/15 

No 
Objective 

No 
Objective 

0/15 0/15 0/15 

Cyanide 11/15 14/15 4/15 15/15 3/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Aluminum 1/15 2/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 1/14 

No 
Objective 

Dissolved Copper 0/15 0/15 5/15 0/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Copper 1/15 6/15 11/15 3/15 0/15 13/14 2/15 

Dissolved Lead 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Total Lead 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Mercury 1515 14/15 14/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Mercury 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 14/14 

Total Nickel 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Dissolved 
Selenium 

2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Total Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Dissolved Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 7/10 0/15 

Total Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/1) 0/15 0/15 10/10 0/15 
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1. Frequency of exceedance is denoted as number of exceedances/number of dry weather 
samples evaluated.  For example, “2/15” indicates 2 of the 15 samples had analytical 
results that exceeded the water quality objective for a given parameter. 

2. The Basin Plan objective for turbidity for the protection of MUN is the secondary MCL of 
5 NTU.  The Basin Plan contains additional turbidity objectives expressed as 
incremental changes over natural conditions.  Since inadequate data were available to 
assess criteria expressed as incremental changes, only the MCL was considered in the 
analysis. 

3. FW means freshwater 
 

C. Water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the coordinated 
control of all factors which affect water quality in the area.     
 
Since 2001, municipalities both locally and nationally have gained considerable experience 
in the management of municipal storm water and non-storm water discharges. The 
technical capacity to monitor storm water and its impacts on water quality has also 
increased.  In many areas, monitoring of the impacts of storm water on water quality has 
become more sophisticated and widespread. Better information on the effectiveness of 
storm water controls to reduce pollutant loadings and address water quality impairments is 
now available. The International Stormwater BMP Database (http://www.bmpdatabase.org/) 
provides extensive information of the performance capabilities of storm water controls.  
Additionally, the County of Los Angeles conducted a BMP effectiveness study as a 
requirement of Order No. 01-182.5  
 
Generally, improvements in the quality of receiving waters impacted by MS4 discharges 
can be achieved by reducing the volume of storm water or non-storm water discharged 
through the MS4 to receiving waters; reducing pollutant loads to storm water and non-storm 
water through source control/pollution prevention, including operational source control such 
as street sweeping, public education, and product or materials elimination or substitution; 
and removing pollutants that have been loaded into storm water or non-storm water before 
they enter receiving waters, through treatment or diversion to a sanitary sewer.  The 
following factors are generally accepted to affect pollutant concentrations in MS4 
discharges6: 
 

• Land use 
• Climatic conditions 
• Season (i.e. for southern California, dry season and winter wet season) 
• Percentage imperviousness (in particular, “effective impervious area” or “EIA”) 
• Rainfall amount and intensity (including seasonal “first-flush” effects) 
• Runoff amount 
• Watershed size 

 
In their 2010-2011 Annual Report, Permittees identified the following storm water and non-
storm water pollutant control measures as particularly effective: 

                                            
5
 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. “Los Angeles County BMP Effectiveness Study,” August 2005. 

6
 Maestre, Alexander and Robert Pitt. “Identification of Significant Factors Affecting Stormwater Quality Using the NSQD” (draft 
monograph, 2005). 
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• Street sweeping; 
• Catch basin cleaning; 
• Catch basin inserts 
• Trash bins; 
• End-of-pipe controls such as low-flow diversions; 
• Infiltration controls; 
• Erosion controls; and  
• Public education and outreach, including multi-lingual strategies. 

 
Permittees summarized the most-used BMPs and most popular BMPs (according to the 
number of Permittees using a particular BMP) in their 2010-2011 Annual Report. An 
itemization of all BMPs installed and maintained during the 2010-11 reporting period is 
provided in Appendices B and C of the Permittees’ Annual Report. 
 
Most installed BMPs County-wide During 2010-11 

BMP Type Total Number Installed 
Catch Basin Connector Pipe Full 
Capture (CPS) 

6377 

Fossil Filter Catch Basin Insert 5968 
Automatic Retractable Catch Basin 
Trash Screen (ARS) 

3870 

Clean Screen Catch Basin Insert 3767 
Extra Trash Can 3681 
Covered Trash Bin 3119 
Signage and Stenciling 1884 
Drain Pac Catch Basin Insert 1625 
CulTec Infiltration Systems 1296 
Infiltration Trenches 963 
Infiltration Pit 958 
Abtech Ultra Urban Catch Basin 
Insert 

748 

CDS Gross Pollutant Separator 438 
United Storm Water Catch Basin 
Scree Inserts 

403 

Restaurants Vent Traps 258 
Stormceptor Gross Pollutant 
Separators 

211 

 
Most Used Proprietary and Non-Proprietary BMPs During 2010-11  

Types of Nonproprietary BMPs 
Used By Most Permittees 

Types Proprietary BMPs Used By 
Most Permittees 

BMP Type No. of Cities BMP Type No. of Cities 
Infiltration 
Trenches 

40 Fossil Filter 
Catch Basin 
Inserts 

46 

Covered Trash 32 CDS Gross 36 
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Bins Pollutant 
Separator 

 

Extra Trash 
Cans 

31 Drain Pac 
Catch Basin 
Insert 

21 

Enhanced 
Street 
Sweeping  

26 Clean Screen 
Catch Basin 
Insert 

21 

Dog Parks 23 Stormceptor 
Gross 
Pollutant 
Separator 

19 

 
Some of the many advances in how to effectively control storm water and pollutants in 
storm water have occurred locally within the Los Angeles Region and include the 
development of cost effective trash full capture devices, storm water diversion, treatment 
and beneficial use facilities such as SMURRF and storm water capture, storage, and reuse 
facilities such as Sun Valley, low impact development/site design practices, and 
innovative/opportunistic culvert inlet multi-media filters. There are many other case studies 
of municipalities that have implemented innovative and effective storm water management 
measures (e.g., Portland, OR). 
 
This Order is designed to reduce pollutant loading to waterbodies within Los Angeles 
County from discharges to and from the Los Angeles County MS4 through the 
implementation of multi-faceted storm water management programs at the municipal and 
watershed levels.  Overall improvements in MS4 discharge quality are expected to occur 
over time with ongoing implementation of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. However, 
currently little information on the quality of storm water in the region and the water quality 
that can be achieved with the coordinated control of all MS4 discharges through full 
implementation of all storm water management measures by individual municipalities and 
collectively by all Permittees within a watershed is available. ThisOrder, however, is 
designed to effectively focus and broaden monitoring requirements with the addition of 
outfall monitoring and monitoring associated with the 33 TMDLs being incorporated, so 
pollutant loading from the MS4 can be better quantified and improvements in water quality 
resulting from implementation of storm water management measures can be tracked. 
 
D. Economic considerations.  
 
The Regional Water Board recognizes that Permittees will incur costs in implementing this 
Order above and beyond the costs from the Permittees’ prior permit. Such costs will be 
incurred in complying with the post-construction, hydromodification, Low Impact 
Development, TMDL, and monitoring and reporting requirements of this Order. The 
Regional Water Board also recognizes that, due to California’s current economic condition, 
many Permittees currently have limited staff and resources to implement actions to address 
its MS4 discharges. This Order allows Permittees the flexibility to address critical water 
quality priorities, namely discharges to waters subject to TMDLs, but aims to do so in a 
focused and cost-effective manner while maintaining the level of water quality protection 
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mandated by the Clean Water Act and other applicable requirements.  For example, the 
inclusion of a watershed management program option allows Permittees to submit a plan 
for Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval that would allow for actions to be 
prioritized based on specific watershed needs. The cost of complying with TMDL wasteload 
allocations has been previously considered during the adoption of each TMDL. 
 
It is very difficult to determine the true cost of implementing storm water and urban runoff 
management programs because of highly variable factors and unknown level of 
implementation among different municipalities and inconsistencies in reporting by 
Permittees. In addition, it is difficult to isolate program costs attributable to permit 
compliance. Reported costs of compliance for the same program element can vary widely 
from Permittee to Permittee, often by a very wide margin that is not easily explained. 
Despite these problems, efforts have been made to identify storm water and urban runoff 
management program costs, which can be helpful in understanding the costs of program 
implementation.  
 
Economic considerations of implementing this Order were examined by primarily utilizing 
the data that are self-reported by the Permittees in their annual reports and a State Water 
Board funded study, which examined the costs of municipal MS4 programs statewide.7  
The economic impact to public agencies was tabulated based on the reported costs of 
implementing the six minimum control measures (Public Information and Participation, 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities Control, Development Planning, Development 
Construction, Public Agency Activities, and Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges 
Elimination) required by 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) as well as costs associated with 
program management, monitoring programs, and a category described as other. As noted 
above, Permittees report wide variability in the cost of compliance, which is not easily 
explained. Based on reported values, the average annual cost to the Permittees in 2010-11 
was $4,090,876 with a median cost of $687,633. This translated to an average annual cost 
per household8 of $120.04 with a median cost of $57.31 per household.   
 
It is important to note that reported program costs are not all solely attributable to 
compliance with requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit. Many program components, 
and their associated costs, existed before the first LA County MS4 Permit was issued in 
1990. For example, storm drain maintenance, street sweeping and trash/litter collection 
costs are not solely or even principally attributable to MS4 permit compliance, since these 
practices have long been implemented by municipalities. Therefore, the true program cost 
related to complying with MS4 permit requirements is some fraction of the total reported 
costs. For example, after adjusting the total reported costs by subtracting out the costs for 
street sweeping and trash collection, the average annual cost to the Permittees was 
$2,397,315 with a median cost of $290,000.  This translates to an average annual cost per 
household of $42.57 (or $3.55 per month) with a median annual cost of $17.89 per 
household.    
 

                                            
7
 Data from the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order No. 01-182), Unified Annual Stormwater Report, 
2010 – 2011, http://ladpw.org/wmd/npdesrsa/annualreport/ 

8
 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, http://quickfacts.census.gov. 
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These results are consistent with the State Water Board funded study (“State Water Board 
Study”) that surveyed the costs to develop, implement, maintain and monitor municipal 
separate storm sewer system management and control programs in 2004.9  The objectives 
of the study were to: 1) document stormwater program costs and 2) assess alternative 
approaches to MS4 quality control. The six cities selected for the study were judged by 
State Water Board staff as having good MS4 management programs, adequate accounting 
systems, and represented a variety of geographic locations, hydrologic areas, populations 
and incomes. The cities selected were Corona, Encinitas, Fremont, Fresno-Clovis 
Metropolitan Area, Sacramento and Santa Clarita.  The results found that the annual total 
cost per household ranged from $18 to $46. The average cost was found to be $35 and the 
median, $36. The true mean, which is derived by dividing the total sample costs by the total 
sample number of households, is $29 in 2002 dollars.  This study was further examined 
and applied to the Ventura County MS4 Permit in “Economic Considerations of the 
Proposed (February 25, 2008) State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region, Order 08-xxx, NPDES Permit No. CAS004002, Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Stormwater (Wet Weather) and Non-Stormwater (Dry Weather) 
Discharges from the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems within the Ventura County 
Watershed Protection District, County of Ventura and the Incorporated Cities Therein,” and 
found that when adjusted for inflation, the total annual cost to the MS4 Permittees ranged 
from $7.15 to $10.9 million, depending on the averaging method applied. This translated to 
an annual cost per household that ranged from $27.60 to $42.00 in 2008 dollars. 
 
The State Water Board Study noted inherent limitations in the cost data quality.  The most 
significant data quality limitation cited is that the costs provided by the municipalities were 
not sufficiently detailed or referenced to provide opportunity for independent review of the 
accuracy and completeness of the cost data.  Similarly, the costs presented in the Los 
Angeles County Unified Annual Report (“Unified Annual Report”) are not presented with 
supporting data or references so that they can be independently reviewed.  Some of the 
limitations of the reported cost data are illustrated by a comparison of monitoring costs in 
different sections of the Unified Annual Report.  In the monitoring costs section, the total 
costs for monitoring, including sample collection, analytical results, and sampling station 
maintenance was $713,409 for 2010-2011.  In contrast, the same report showed the 
monitoring costs of $9,008,460 in the Unified Cost Table.  Absent further explanation in the 
Unified Annual Report, this suggests that the reported costs may not be reliable.  
 
The State Water Board Study also found that certain stormwater implementation costs 
included activities that provide separate and additional municipal benefits such as street 
sweeping and storm drain and channel cleaning.  The State Water Board Study indicated 
that the inclusion of these costs as stormwater implementation costs is not uniform across 
different municipalities.  In order to assess the variability of costs reported by different 
municipalities under the same permit and determine if Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees 
are reporting costs for activities that provide municipal benefits beyond storm water 
management and permit compliance, Regional Water Board staff reviewed costs reported 
by Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees in the Unified Annual Report.  The reported storm 

                                            
9
 Currier, Brian K., Joseph M. Jones, Glenn L. Moeller. “NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey, Final Report”, Prepared for 
California State Water Resources Control Board, California State University Sacramento, Office of Water Programs,  
January, 2005. 
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water costs range from $11.45 to $928.10 per household per year.  The average reported 
cost was $120.04 per household per year and the median cost was $57.31 per household 
per year.  The wide spread of annual costs and the significant difference between the mean 
and median costs indicate that the LA County MS4 Permittees are not reporting costs in a 
uniform manner.   
 
Staff also reviewed available cost data in the Unified Annual Report for Permittees that 
provided separate costs regarding street sweeping and trash collection.  Staff adjusted the 
total costs so that the costs for these multi-benefit municipal programs were not included in 
the storm water cost and found that the adjusted storm water costs were greatly reduced by 
excluding these activities.  These adjusted costs ranged from $0.00 per household per year 
to $903.10 per household per year.  The mean adjusted rate is $42.57 per household per 
year and the median adjusted rate is $17.89 per household per year.   Clearly, a significant 
portion (greater than 50%) of the costs attributed to storm water compliance activities also 
provide additional municipal benefits.  (In the case of the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permittees, some municipalities reported costs for trash collection; these costs were not 
reported by municipalities in the State Water Board Study.) 
 
Finally, staff reviewed the cost breakdowns reported in the State Water Board Study and 
the Unified Annual Report for Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees.  The following table 
summarizes the results: 
 

 
Cost Category 

 
State Water Board 
Study 

Los Angeles County  
(2010-2011) 

Watershed Management 6% 5% 
Construction 11% 1% 
Illicit Discharge 4% 2% 
Industrial and Commercial 8% 1% 
Overall Management 37% 5% 
Pollution Prevention 2% 2% 
Post Construction 3%  
Public Education 13% 2% 
Monitoring 16% 3% 
BMP Maintenance Not Reported  2% 
Development Not Reported 1% 
Other Not reported 76% 

 
The reported costs show differences between the MS4 Permittees surveyed in the State 
Water Board Study and the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittee costs in the following 
categories:  construction, industrial and commercial activities, public education and 
monitoring.  These categories all show greater proportional statewide cost allocations 
relative to the cost allocations by the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees.  The Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permittees report a cost category of BMP maintenance, which is not 
defined in the State Water Board Study.  The management costs in the State Water Board 
Study were greater than the management costs reported by the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permittees, but the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees also reported a category of 
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“Other” that accounted for a large proportion of costs, which is not defined in the Unified 
Annual Report. 
 
In addition to considering the costs of storm water management, it is important to consider 
the benefits of storm water and urban runoff management programs. A recent study 
conducted by USC/UCLA assessed the costs and benefits of implementing various 
approaches for achieving compliance with the MS4 permits in the Los Angeles Region. The 
study found that non-structural systems would cost $2.8 billion but provide $5.6 billion in 
benefit. If structural systems were determined to be needed, the study found that total costs 
would be $5.7 to $7.4 billion, while benefits could reach $18 billion.10 Costs are anticipated 
to be borne over many years. As can be seen, the benefits of the programs are expected to 
considerably exceed their costs. Such findings are corroborated by USEPA, which found 
that the benefits of implementation of its Phase II storm water rule would also outweigh the 
costs.11 
 
Economic considerations of Not Regulating MS4 Discharges.   
 
Economic discussions of storm water and urban runoff management programs tend to 
focus on costs incurred by municipalities in developing and implementing the programs. 
This is appropriate, and these costs are significant and a major issue for the Permittees. 
However, in adopting Order WQ 2000-11, the State Water Board further found that in 
considering the cost of compliance, it is also important to consider the costs of impairment; 
that is, the negative impact of pollution on the economy and the positive impact of improved 
water quality. For example, economic benefits may result through program implementation, 
and alternative costs (as well as environmental impacts) may be incurred by not fully 
implementing the program. So, while it is appropriate and necessary to consider the cost of 
compliance, it is also important to consider the alternative costs incurred by not fully 
implementing the programs, as well as the benefits which result from program 
implementation. 
 
The benefits of implementation of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit include 
improvements in water quality, enhancement of beneficial uses, and increased 
employment, income and satisfaction from environmental amenities. Most of the benefits of 
this permit can be identified and, in some cases, quantified in monetary terms. Others 
cannot be expressed in dollar terms and can only be described. For example, household 
willingness to pay for improvements in fresh water quality for fishing and boating has been 
estimated by USEPA12 to be $158-210.62.  This estimate can be considered conservative, 
since it does not include important considerations such as marine waters benefits, wildlife 
benefits, or flood control benefits. The California State University, Sacramento study 
corroborates USEPA’s estimates, reporting annual household willingness to pay for 
statewide clean water to be $180.63.13  When viewed in comparison to household costs of 
existing urban runoff management programs, these household willingness to pay estimates 
exhibit that per household costs incurred by Permittees to implement their urban runoff 
management programs remain reasonable. 

                                            
10

 LARWQCB, 2004. Alternative Approaches to Stormwater Control. 
11

 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68791. 
12

 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68793. 
13

 State Water Board, 2005. NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey. P. iv. 

RB-AR3946



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-142 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

 
Not regulating discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 will result in greater pollution 
of rivers, streams, lakes, reservoirs, bays, harbors, estuaries, groundwater, coastal 
shorelines and wetlands.  Urban runoff in southern California has been found to cause 
illness in people bathing near storm drains.14  A study of south Huntington Beach and north 
Newport Beach found that an illness rate of about 0.8% among bathers at those beaches 
resulted in about $3 million annually in health-related expenses.15 In addition, poor beach 
water quality negatively affects tourism, which in turn reduces revenues to local 
businesses. 
 
Funding Sources.  
 
Public agencies (both federal and state) recognize the importance of storm water 
improvement projects and have provided significant sources of funding through grants, 
bonds, and fee collections to help offset the costs of storm water management in Los 
Angeles County.  The table below summarizes the funds that have been allocated to storm 
water management in Los Angeles County, to date. 
 

Source of Money Dollars % of total costs funded by 
State (only for those 
projects which included 
State funding) 

Only State Board-awarded 
funding (Propositions 12, 13, 40, 
50, and 84; and federal money, 
319h, 205j, ARRA) 

$49,143,132 47% 
 

Only State money from any 
State agency (propositions only, 
no federal); includes State 
Board, DWR, Coastal 
Conservancy, Fish & Game 

$67,461,699 58% 

Total costs (approx.) for projects 
involving State money 

$114,703,731 N/A 

Prop A $4,981,772 N/A 
Prop O $508,678,258 N/A 
Measure V $9,107,959 N/A 
Total Public Funds (federal, 
State, local bonds and 
measures) expended on 
stormwater control projects 

$645,389,932 N/A (information not 
available for projects 
funded by local bonds and 
measures) 

 
In addition to current funding options, future funding options continue to be created.  
Assembly Bill 2554, known as the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s Water 

                                            
14

 Haile, R.W., et al, 1996. An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Health Effects of Swimming in Santa Monica Bay. 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. 

15
 Los Angeles Times, May 2, 2005. Here’s What Ocean Germs Cost You: A UC Irvine Study Tallies the Cost of Treatment 
and Lost Wages for Beachgoers Who Get Sick. 
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Quality Funding Initiative, is currently awaiting voter approval and would create an 
estimated annual revenue of $300 million earmarked for: 

• New and Existing Water Quality Projects and Programs 
• Maintenance of Existing Facilities 
• TMDL and MS4 Permit Implementation 

Of the estimated annual revenue of $300M, 40% of the money would be returned to the 
municipalities to create new local projects and programs and maintenance.  Below are the 
estimated revenues that would be allocated to certain municipalities. 
 

Municipalities Estimated Annual Revenue 
City of Los Angeles $37 million 
City of Santa Monica $1 million 
El Segundo $600,000 
Manhattan Beach $300,000 
Redondo Beach $750,000 
Unincorporated Areas on Los 
Angeles County 

$15 million 

  
Fifty percent of the $300M would be spread across nine watershed authority groups 
(WAGs) to develop Water Quality Improvement Plans and implement regional projects and 
programs.  Some examples of the possible annual revenues available to the WAGs are 
provided below: 
 

WAG Estimated Revenue 
Santa Monica Bay $12 million 
Upper Los Angeles River $36 million 
Lower Los Angeles River $15 million 
Upper San Gabriel River $17 million 

 
The remaining 10% of annual revenues is allocated to the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District for administration of the program and other district water quality projects 
and programs. 
 
E. Need for developing housing within the region.   
 
For over 100 years, this region has relied on imported water to meet many of our water 
resource needs.  Imported water makes up approximately 70 to 75% of the Southern 
California region’s water supply, with local groundwater, local surface water, and reclaimed 
water making up the remaining 25 to 30%.16  The area encompassed by this Order imports 
approximately 50% of its water supply. The Los Angeles County MS4 permit helps address 
the need for housing by controlling pollutants in MS4 discharges, which will improve the 
quality of water available for recycling and re-use. This in turn may reduce the demand for 
imported water thereby increasing the region’s capacity to support continued housing 
development.   

                                            
16

 Southern California Association of Governments. The State of the Region 2007 Measuring Regional Progress (Housing, 
Environment). December 6, 2007. http://www.scag.ca.gov/publications/index.htm. 
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A reliable water supply for future housing development is required by law, and with less 
imported water available to guarantee this reliability, an increase in local supply is 
necessary.   
 
In this Order, the Regional Water Board supports integrated water resources approaches.  
An integrated water resources approach manages water resources by integrating 
wastewater, stormwater, recycled water, and potable water planning through the capture 
and beneficial use of stormwater.  An integrated approach can preserve local groundwater 
resources and reduce imported water needs.  Thus, complying with this Order can 
positively affect the need for developing housing in the region. Furthermore, the low impact 
development (LID) requirements of this MS4 permit emphasize the necessity to balance 
growth with the protection of water quality.  LID emphasizes cost effective, lot-level 
strategies that replicate the natural hydrology of the site and reduces the negative impacts 
of development.  By avoiding the installation of more costly conventional storm water 
management strategies and harnessing runoff at the source, LID practices enhance the 
environment while providing cost savings to both developers and local governments. 
 
F. Need to develop and use recycled water. 
 
Storm water runoff that travels across the urban landscape quickly becomes contaminated 
with the wastes inherent from urban living. This polluted water is then discharged to the 
surface waters and eventually the ocean where it wreaks havoc on the natural coastal 
ecosystem and impacts human health. If the storm water is captured and treated (or 
captured prior to contamination) a new resource could be added to local water supplies.  If 
this water is more effectively harnessed and recycled, numerous benefits could be 
achieved. These include: 
 
• Regional reduction on imported water; 
• Aid in the restoration of area aquifers; 
• Reduction in the need for extensive public works projects; and 
• Improvement in the quality of impaired water bodies. 
 
The exact volume of storm water available for capture is dependent on the intensity and 
duration of storm events. Looking at land uses across the region and applying land use-
specific runoff coefficients, the annual average runoff in the  Los Angeles subarea is 
450,000 acre-feet/year (with an average annual rainfall of 15.5 inches).  The Los Angeles 
and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council estimates that, on average, about 550,000 
acre-feet/year of runoff are discharged from Los Angeles area to the ocean.17   
 
It is not possible to capture all MS4 discharges; however, a significant portion could be put 
to beneficial use.  Potentially, in Los Angeles, “[i]f we could capture 80% of the rainfall that 
falls on just a quarter of the urban area-15% of the total watershed-we would be reducing 
total runoff by approximately 30%. That translates into a diversion of 43 billion gallons of 
water per year (132,000 acre-feet) or enough to supply 800,000 people for a year.”18 That 

                                            
17

 http://www.lasgrwc.org/WAS/WASflyer_web.pdf 
18

 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 1999. Stormwater: asset not liability. 
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water capture would render a savings of almost sixty million dollars of imported State Water 
Project water. Capturing storm water from a larger portion of the watershed could increase 
the volume of this “new” water even further. Unlike traditional recycled water that requires 
the installation of dual plumbing and intensive infrastructure, much of the storm water 
capture could be done with minimal infrastructure retrofits in established communities.  
 
Larger projects (and the corresponding savings) are also possible.  The County of Los 
Angeles recharges storm water already. While the scale of these recharge activities is 
limited compared to the volume of water potentially available to recharge, the value of the 
process is significant. For example, in 2000 “County conservation efforts captured 220,000 
acre-feet of local storm water runoff that was valued at $80 million dollars.”19 
 
The unknown effects of infiltrating stormwater to recharge ground water have created some 
concern that such activities could introduce pollutants to the water supply.  However, the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has found20: 
  
“Based on the findings of the WAS research, decentralized stormwater management would 
provide a local and reliable supply of water that would not negatively impact groundwater 
quality. A decentralized approach could contribute up to 384,000 acre-feet of additional 
groundwater recharge annually if the first ¾” of each storm is infiltrated on all parcels, 
enough to provide water annually to approximately 1.5 million people. The value of this new 
water supply would be approximately $311 million, using the MWD Tier 2 rate for 2010.” 
 
Recent studies in the Los Angeles area have also shown that in the process of infiltration 
through the soil, many contaminants are removed with no immediate impacts, and no 
apparent trends to indicate that storm water infiltration will negatively impact 
groundwater.21. In areas with groundwater contamination issues, utilizing recycled storm 
water to recharge the aquifers may actually aid in the dilution of the buildup of salts.  The 
value of this is hard to quantify but is an additional benefit.  The use of recycled water can 
be accomplished in direct (such as irrigation projects or dual plumbing fixtures) or indirect 
(such as infiltration) ways. Both direct and indirect methods can be completed on a variety 
of different scales. To maximize the benefits available from using recycled water, the direct 
and indirect projects will need to be completed on household, neighborhood, watershed 
and regional scales. Currently there are a limited (but growing) number of projects in the 
region that can serve as examples of what may be accomplished through the development 
and implementation of recycled water projects.  The Los Angeles County MS4 permit 
addresses the need for recycled water by controlling pollutants in storm water, which will 
result in water of improved quality with a greater potential for recycling or beneficial use.  
State law and policy advocates greatly expanding the use of recycled water to help meet 
local demand and reduce the volumes of water that are imported from other regions. 
Increased utilization of recycled water will require looking beyond the traditional reclaimed 
wastewater and will require utilizing storm water that is wasted by conveyance in the MS4 

                                            
19

 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. 2008. 2008 Draft General Plan- 
Planning Tomorrow’s Great Places. 
20

 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 2010. Water Augmentation Study: Research, Strategy, and 
Implementation Report. 

21
 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 2005. Los Angeles Basin Water Augmentation Study Phase II Final 
Report. 
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and dumping into the ocean. Storm water capture and use has not traditionally been 
included in the discussion of water recycling, but the process meets the definitional 
constraints and is bound by the same limitations and boundaries.   
 
In addition, there are a number of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) developed by the 
Regional Water Board that incorporate recycled water programs as potential 
implementation actions to meet TMDL requirements. These potential actions focus on both 
traditional water recycling and the newer storm water recycling approaches.  Such recycled 
water programs could also reduce reliance on potable water supplies by expanding water 
recycling and aiding in the reclamation of poor quality, unconfined groundwater supplies. 
The capture, treatment and use of stormwater could augment these techniques as well. 
On-site capture of storm water helps prevent the water from being contaminated by urban 
by-products to begin with and the use of this high quality resource could reduce the 
unnecessary use of potable water for non-potable needs. 
 
Some great examples of onsite capture are being demonstrated by TreePeople22 who have 
demonstration projects ranging from small scale rainwater harvesting at the single family 
home locations, to large scale watershed projects at Tuxedo Green in Sun Valley where the 
project redesigned the intersection with a flood control system that conveys most 
stormwater under, instead of into, the busy intersection. The water is stored in a 45,000-
gallon cistern to be used for irrigating the landscaping at the new pocket park, which is 
planted with native and drought-tolerant species. 
 
Another state of the art project was implemented by the City of Santa Monica called the 
Santa Monica Urban Runoff Recycling Facility (SMURFF).23  The project harnesses the 
urban runoff (primarily during the dry season) and treats it for various pollutants to create a 
source of high quality water for reuse in landscape irrigation.  Because the facility captures 
the dry weather runoff before it reaches the Santa Monica Bay it decreases a significant 
amount of pollutants from negatively impacting the Bay and associated beaches.  The 
SMURFF is also open to the public and has several exhibits to raise public awareness of 
Santa Monica Bay pollution and the role of each individual in the watershed’s health. 
 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Watershed Management Division 
has targeted the Sun Valley Watershed “…to solve the local flooding problem while 
retaining all storm water runoff from the watershed, increasing water conservation, 
recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, and reducing stormwater pollution.”24  This 
aggressive plan involves several stakeholders and has implemented a variety of on-site 
BMPs as well as storm water infiltration retrofits and diversions. 
 

XV. UNFUNDED MANDATES 

Article XIII B, Section 6(a) of the California Constitution provides that whenever “any state 
agency mandates a new program or higher level of service on any local government, the 

                                            
22

 www.treepeople.org  
23

http://c0133251.cdn.cloudfiles.rackspacecloud.com/Case%20Study%20-
%20Santa%20Monica%20Urban%20Runoff%20Recycling%20Facility%20SMURFF.pdf 

24
 http://www.sunvalleywatershed.org/watershed_management_plan/wmp-0ES.pdf  
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state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of 
the program or increased level of service.” The requirements of this Order do not constitute 
state mandates that are subject to a subvention of funds for several reasons, including, but 
not limited to, the following.   

First, the requirements of this Order do not constitute a new program or a higher level of 
service as compared to the requirements contained in the previous permit, Order No. 01-
182 (as amended). The overarching requirement to impose controls to reduce the 
pollutants in discharges from MS4s is dictated by the Clean Water Act and is not new to 
this permit cycle. (33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B).) The inclusion of new and advanced measures 
as the MS4 programs evolve and mature over time is anticipated under the Clean Water 
Act (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 1990)), and these new and advanced measures 
do not constitute a new program or higher level of service.  

Second, and more broadly, mandates imposed by federal law, rather than by a state 
agency, are exempt from the requirement that the local agency's expenditures be 
reimbursed. (Cal. Const., art. XIII B, §9, subd. (b).) This Order implements federally 
mandated requirements under the Clean Water Act and its requirements are therefore not 
subject to subvention of funds. This includes federal requirements to effectively prohibit 
non-storm water discharges, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, and to include such other provisions as the Administrator or the State 
determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants. (30 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B).) 
Federal cases have held these provisions require the development of permits and permit 
provisions on a case-by-case basis to satisfy federal requirements.  (Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A. (9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1308, fn. 17.) The 
authority exercised under this Order is not reserved state authority under the Clean Water 
Act’s savings clause (cf. Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 
613, 627-628 [relying on 33 U.S.C. § 1370, which allows a state to develop requirements 
which are not “less stringent” than federal requirements]), but instead is part of a federal 
mandate to develop pollutant reduction requirements for municipal separate storm sewer 
systems.  To this extent, it is entirely federal authority that forms the legal basis to establish 
the permit provisions.  (See, City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control 
Bd.-Santa Ana Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389; Building Industry Ass’n of San 
Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 866, 882-883.) 

The maximum extent practicable standard is a flexible standard that balances a number of 
considerations, including technical feasibility, cost, public acceptance, regulatory 
compliance, and effectiveness. (Building Ind. Asso., supra, 124 Cal. App.4th at pp. 873, 
874, 889.) Such considerations change over time with advances in technology and with 
experience gained in storm water management. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 
1990).) Accordingly, a determination of whether the conditions contained in this Order 
exceed the requirements of federal law cannot be based on a point by point comparison of 
the permit conditions and the six minimum control measures that are required “at a 
minimum” to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water 
quality (40 CFR §122.34). Rather, the appropriate focus is whether the permit conditions, 
as a whole, exceed the maximum extent practicable standard. In recent months, the 
County of Los Angeles and County of Sacramento Superior Courts have granted writs 
setting aside decisions of the Commission on State Mandates that held that certain 
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requirements in Phase I permits constituted unfunded mandates. In both cases, the courts 
found that the correct analysis in determining whether a MS4 permit constituted a state 
mandate was to evaluate whether the permit as a whole -- and not a specific permit 
provision -- exceeds the maximum extent practicable standard. (State of Cal. v. Comm. On 
State Mandates (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2012, No. 34-2010-80000604), State of 
Cal. v. County of Los Angeles (Super. Ct. Los Angeles County, 2011, No. BS130730.)  

The requirements of the Order, taken as a whole rather than individually, are necessary to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water 
quality. The Regional Water Board finds that the requirements of the Order are practicable, 
do not exceed federal law, and thus do not constitute an unfunded mandate. These findings 
are the expert conclusions of the principal state agency charged with implementing the 
NPDES program in California. (Cal. Wat. Code, §§13001, 13370.)  

It should also be noted that the provisions in this Order to effectively prohibit non-storm 
water discharges are also mandated by the Clean Water Act. (33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B)(ii).) 
Likewise, the provisions of this Order to implement total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are 
federal mandates.  The Clean Water Act requires TMDLs to be developed for water bodies 
that do not meet federal water quality standards. (33 U.S.C. § 1313(d).)  Once the USEPA 
or a state establishes or adopts a TMDL, federal law requires that permits must contain 
effluent limitations consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any applicable 
waste load allocation in a TMDL. (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).) 

Third, the local agency Permittees’ obligations under this Order are similar to, and in many 
respects less stringent than, the obligations of non-governmental dischargers who are 
issued NPDES permits for storm water discharges.  With a few inapplicable exceptions, the 
Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants from point sources (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) regulates 
the discharge of waste (Cal. Wat. Code, § 13263), both without regard to the source of the 
pollutant or waste.  As a result, the “costs incurred by local agencies” to protect water 
quality reflect an overarching regulatory scheme that places similar requirements on 
governmental and non-governmental dischargers.  (See County of Los Angeles v. State of 
California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 57-58 [finding comprehensive workers compensation 
scheme did not create a cost for local agencies that was subject to state subvention].) 

The Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act largely regulate storm water with an even 
hand, but to the extent there is any relaxation of this even-handed regulation, it is in favor of 
the local agencies.  Generally, the Clean Water Act requires point source dischargers, 
including discharges of storm water associated with industrial or construction activity, to 
comply strictly with water quality standards.  (33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C), Defenders of 
Wildlife v. Browner (1999) 191 F.3d 1159, 1164-1165 [noting that industrial storm water 
discharges must strictly comply with water quality standards].)  As discussed in prior State 
Water Resources Control Board decisions, certain provisions of this Order do not require 
strict compliance with water quality standards.  (SWRCB Order No. WQ 2001-15, p. 7.)  
Those provisions of this Order regulate the discharge of waste in municipal storm water 
under the Clean Water Act MEP standard, not the BAT/BCT standard that applies to other 
types of discharges. These provisions, therefore, regulate the discharge of waste in 
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municipal storm water more leniently than the discharge of waste from non-governmental 
sources.   

Fourth, the Permittees have requested permit coverage in lieu of compliance with the 
complete prohibition against the discharge of pollutants contained in Clean Water Act 
section 301, subdivision (a) (33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)). To the extent that the local agencies 
have voluntarily availed themselves of the permit, the program is not a state mandate.  
(Accord County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 107-108.)  

Fifth, the local agencies’ responsibility for preventing discharges of waste that can create 
conditions of pollution or nuisance from conveyances that are within their ownership or 
control under state law predates the enactment of Article XIIIB, Section (6) of the California 
Constitution. 

Finally, even if any of the permit provisions could be considered unfunded mandates, under 
Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), a state mandate is not subject to 
reimbursement if the local agency has the authority to charge a fee. The local agency 
Permittees have the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to 
pay for compliance with this Order subject to certain voting requirements contained in the 
California Constitution. (See California Constitution XIII D, section 6, subdivision (c); see 
also Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. City of Salinas (2002) 98 Cal. App. 4th 1351, 
1358-1359.).  Additional fee authority has recently been established through amendments 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control Act (Chapter 755 of the Statutes of 1915, as 
amended by Assembly Bill 2554 (2010)) to provide funding for municipalities, watershed 
authority groups, and the LACFCD to initiate, plan, design, construct, implement, operate, 
maintain, and sustain projects and services to improve surface water quality and reduce 
storm water and non-storm water pollution in the LACFCD, which will directly support 
Permittees’ implementation of the requirements in this Order. The Fact Sheet demonstrates 
that numerous activities contribute to the pollutant loading in the municipal separate storm 
sewer system.  Local agencies can levy service charges, fees, or assessments on these 
activities, independent of real property ownership.  (See, e.g., Apartment Ass’n of Los 
Angeles County, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 24 Cal.4th 830, 842 [upholding 
inspection fees associated with renting property].)  The authority and ability of a local 
agency to defray the cost of a program without raising taxes indicates that a program does 
not entail a cost subject to subvention. (Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 
Cal. App.4th 794, 812, quoting Connell v. Superior court (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382, 401; 
County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487-488.)  

XVI. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Regional Water Board staff held a kick-off meeting on May 25, 2011 to discuss the 
preliminary schedule for permit development; identify potential alternative permit structures; 
and outline some of the major technical and policy aspects of permit development. All LA 
County MS4 Permittees, as well as other known interested stakeholders, were invited to 
attend. Ninety-five individuals attended the meeting, representing most of the permittees as 
well as environmental organizations. After a presentation by Board staff, Permittees and 
interested persons had an initial opportunity to ask questions of staff, raise concerns, and 
provide feedback.  
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At the May 25, 2011 kick-off meeting, Board staff requested input from the attendees on 
various permit structures. In order to solicit more focused input from permittees on 
alternative permit structures, and per suggestions at the kick-off meeting, Board staff 
developed and distributed an on-line survey to permittees using the on-line survey tool, 
SurveyMonkey®.  The survey was distributed to all Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees on 
June 14, 2011 and responses were requested within two weeks. Fifty-two permittees 
responded using the on-line survey tool. The on-line survey sought input on several options 
for permit structure, including an individual permit for each municipality, a single permit for 
all permittees (i.e., the existing permit structure), and a single or multiple watershed-based 
permits.  

Regional Water Board staff also held three topical workshops on December 15, 2011, 
January 23, 2012, and March 1, 2012. At the December 2011 workshop, staff discussed 
and invited feedback on: tentative permit requirements for the “minimum control measures” 
that comprise Permittees core storm water management program, approaches to 
addressing non-storm water MS4 discharges, and options for flexibility in permit 
requirements to address watershed priorities. At the January 2012 workshop, staff 
discussed and invited feedback on: tentative permit requirements to implement TMDL 
waste load allocations assigned to MS4 discharges and monitoring and reporting 
requirements for this Order. At the March 2012 workshop, staff discussed the use of water 
quality-based effluent limitations in this Order, discussed a revised proposal for monitoring 
requirements based on comments from the January 2012 workshop, and provided 
additional detail on proposed minimum control measure requirements.  

Three Regional Water Board workshops were held during regularly scheduled Board 
meetings on November 10, 2011, April 5, 2012, and May 3, 2012. At the November 2011 
Board workshop, staff discussed the objectives for the new permit, the status and schedule 
for permit development, alternatives for permit structure, provisions to implement TMDL 
WLAs, and provisions for minimum control measures, and identified preliminary 
considerations related to provisions for non-storm water discharges, receiving water 
limitations, water quality-based effluent limitations, and requirements for monitoring and 
reporting. 

Prior to the April 5, 2012 Board workshop, staff released complete working proposals of the 
permit provisions related to two key parts of this Order: the storm water management 
program “minimum control measures” and the non-storm water MS4 discharge prohibitions 
on March 21, 2012 and March 28, 2012, respectively. Staff provided Permittees and 
interested persons the opportunity to submit written and oral comments over a period of 
three weeks for early consideration by staff prior to the release of the tentative Order. At the 
April 2012 Board workshop, staff presented the working proposals and the Board invited 
public comments. Detailed comments were made on both working proposals, and in 
particular, comments were made on how to address “essential” non-storm water discharges 
from potable water supplies and fire fighting activities in this Order. 

Prior to the May 3, 2012 Board workshop, staff released complete working proposals of the 
permit provisions related to three other key parts of this Order: provisions for watershed 
management programs, TMDL-related requirements, and receiving water limitations 
language. Staff provided Permittees and interested persons the opportunity to submit 
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written and oral comments over a period of three weeks for early consideration by staff 
prior to the release of the tentative Order. At the May 2012 Board workshop, staff 
presented the three working proposals and the Board invited public comments. Staff 
answered extensive questions from Board members following public comments. 

In addition to staff and Board workshops, Regional Water Board staff met regularly with 
Permittees, including the LA Permit Group (a coalition of 62 of the 86 Permittees covered 
by this Order), the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the County of Los 
Angeles, the City of Los Angeles, and interested environmental organizations including 
Heal the Bay, Santa Monica Baykeeper, and the Natural Resources Defense Council 
(NRDC). Staff also met on several occasions with other affected agencies including large 
public water suppliers (Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and Metropolitan 
Water District), small community water suppliers, and local fire departments.  

Finally, staff hosted several “joint” meetings to bring together key leaders among the 
Permittees and environmental organizations to discuss significant issues and work towards 
consensus on these issues where possible. The first two of these were held on May 17, 
2012 and May 31, 2012, during which the group discussed permit requirements for USEPA 
established TMDLs. Staff prepared a working proposal based on the areas of agreement 
from the May 17th joint meeting, and distributed the proposal for review prior to the second 
meeting on May 31st. The proposal was discussed and refined at the second meeting. A 
third meeting is scheduled for June 14, 2012.  

Prior to the Board’s consideration of this Order, the Regional Water Board notified the 
Permittees and all interested agencies and persons of its intent to hold a hearing to issue 
an NPDES permit for discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 and provided them 
with an opportunity to submit written comments over a 45-day period.  The procedures 
followed for submission of written comments are described in the Notice of Hearing and 
Opportunity to Comment published for this Order. Notification was provided through the 
Regional Water Board’s website, the Regional Water Board’s e-mail subscription service, 
and the LA Times. 

The Regional Water Board held a public hearing on the tentative Order during its regular 
Board meeting on September 6-7, 2012.  Permittees and interested persons were invited to 
attend.  At the public hearing, the Regional Water Board heard testimony and comments 
pertinent to the discharge and this Order.  The hearing procedures followed by the 
Regional Water Board are described in the Notice of Hearing and Opportunity to Comment 
published for this Order.  
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ATTACHMENT G.  NON-STORM WATER ACTION LEVELS AND MUNICIPAL ACTION 

LEVELS 

I. SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED AREA  

 
Table G-1. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Chloride mg/L 3 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 3 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
3 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
4
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
4
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
5 5 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

4
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
5
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-2. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
3
 10,000

4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
3
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 5 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
6
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
7 7 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
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4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
7
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-1 and Table H-3 action levels. 

 
Table G-3. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
1, 2

 10,000
2, 3

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
1
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
1
 104

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 4 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
5
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-4. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
1
 230

1
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
2
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
2
 104

3
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 
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2
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

II. LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-5. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 4 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
5 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
6
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-6. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Chloride mg/L 6 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 6 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
6 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
7 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan.  

7
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
8
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-5 and Table H-7 action levels. 

 
Table G-7. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 5 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
6 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan.  

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
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Table G-8. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Turbidity NTU 75 100 225 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

III. DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-9. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-10. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH s.u 6.5-8.5
1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-9 and Table H-11 action levels. 

 
Table G-11. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH s.u 6.5-8.5
1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 

 
Table G-12. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH s.u 6.0-9.0
1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total µg/L 3 12 30 
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Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Recoverable 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

IV. BALLONA CREEK WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-13. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-14. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Cyanide µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
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1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-13 and Table H-15 action levels. 

 
Table G-15. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3,
 
4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 

 
Table G-16. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 
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2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

V. MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA NON-STORM WATER ACTION 
LEVELS  

 
Table G-17. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Sulfate mg/L 
3 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
3 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-18. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
3
 10,000

4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
3
 104

4
 

Sulfate mg/L 
5 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-19. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
1, 2

 10,000
2, 3
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
1
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
1
 104

3
 

Sulfate mg/L 
4 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-20. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
1
 230

1
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
2
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
2
 104

3
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

2
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

VI. SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-21. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 4
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
4 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

RB-AR3966



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment G – Non-Storm Water Action Levels G-11 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 
6 6 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6
 

6
 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
6
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-22. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Chloride mg/L 6 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 6
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
6 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
6 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 
8 8 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8
 

8
 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
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5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

7
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
8
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-21 and Table H-23 action levels. 

 
Table G-23. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
2, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 5
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
5 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 7.7 15 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 6.8 14 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 1.1 2.2 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 47 95 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-24. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
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Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Nickel, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 5 20 50 

Silver, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.7 2.8 7.0 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 20 80 200 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

VII. HARDNESS-BASED ACTION LEVELS FOR METALS 

 

Cadmium, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.1 0.2 125.0 2.4 4.8 245.0 4.1 8.2 

10.0 0.2 0.3 130.0 2.5 5.0 250.0 4.1 8.3 

15.0 0.3 0.5 135.0 2.5 5.1 255.0 4.2 8.4 

20.0 0.4 0.7 140.0 2.6 5.3 260.0 4.3 8.5 

25.0 0.5 0.9 145.0 2.7 5.4 265.0 4.3 8.7 

30.0 0.6 1.2 150.0 2.8 5.5 270.0 4.4 8.8 

35.0 0.7 1.4 155.0 2.8 5.7 275.0 4.5 8.9 

40.0 0.8 1.6 160.0 2.9 5.8 280.0 4.5 9.1 

45.0 0.9 1.8 165.0 3.0 6.0 285.0 4.6 9.2 

50.0 1.0 2.1 170.0 3.1 6.1 290.0 4.6 9.3 

55.0 1.1 2.3 175.0 3.1 6.3 295.0 4.7 9.4 

60.0 1.3 2.5 180.0 3.2 6.4 300.0 4.8 9.6 

65.0 1.4 2.8 185.0 3.3 6.5 310.0 4.9 9.8 

70.0 1.5 3.0 190.0 3.3 6.7 320.0 5.0 10.1 

75.0 1.6 3.2 195.0 3.4 6.8 330.0 5.1 10.3 

80.0 1.7 3.4 200.0 3.5 7.0 340.0 5.3 10.5 

85.0 1.8 3.6 205.0 3.5 7.1 350.0 5.4 10.8 
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Cadmium, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

90.0 1.9 3.7 210.0 3.6 7.2 360.0 5.5 11.0 

95.0 1.9 3.9 215.0 3.7 7.4 370.0 5.6 11.3 

100.0 2.0 4.0 220.0 3.7 7.5 380.0 5.7 11.5 

105.0 2.1 4.2 225.0 3.8 7.6 390.0 5.9 11.7 

110.0 2.2 4.3 230.0 3.9 7.8 400.0 6.0 12.0 

115.0 2.2 4.5 235.0 3.9 7.9 >400 6.0 12.0 

120.0 2.3 4.7 240.0 4.0 8.0    

 

Copper, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.4 0.8 125.0 8.6 17.2 245.0 16.2 32.5 

10.0 0.8 1.6 130.0 8.9 17.9 250.0 16.5 33.1 

15.0 1.2 2.3 135.0 9.2 18.5 255.0 16.8 33.8 

20.0 1.5 3.1 140.0 9.6 19.2 260.0 17.1 34.4 

25.0 1.9 3.8 145.0 9.9 19.8 265.0 17.4 35.0 

30.0 2.2 4.5 150.0 10.2 20.5 270.0 17.8 35.6 

35.0 2.6 5.2 155.0 10.5 21.1 275.0 18.1 36.2 

40.0 2.9 5.9 160.0 10.8 21.8 280.0 18.4 36.9 

45.0 3.3 6.6 165.0 11.2 22.4 285.0 18.6 37.4 

50.0 3.6 7.3 170.0 11.5 23.0 290.0 18.9 38.0 

55.0 4.0 8.0 175.0 11.8 23.7 295.0 19.2 38.5 

60.0 4.3 8.6 180.0 12.1 24.3 300.0 19.5 39.1 

65.0 4.6 9.3 185.0 12.4 25.0 310.0 20.0 40.2 

70.0 5.0 10.0 190.0 12.8 25.6 320.0 20.6 41.3 

75.0 5.3 10.7 195.0 13.1 26.2 330.0 21.1 42.4 

80.0 5.6 11.3 200.0 13.4 26.9 340.0 21.7 43.5 

85.0 6.0 12.0 205.0 13.7 27.5 350.0 22.2 44.6 

90.0 6.3 12.7 210.0 14.0 28.1 360.0 22.8 45.7 

95.0 6.6 13.3 215.0 14.3 28.7 370.0 23.3 46.8 

100.0 7.0 14.0 220.0 14.6 29.4 380.0 23.8 47.8 

105.0 7.3 14.6 225.0 15.0 30.0 390.0 24.4 48.9 

110.0 7.6 15.3 230.0 15.3 30.6 400.0 24.9 50.0 

115.0 7.9 15.9 235.0 15.6 31.3 >400 24.9 50.0 

120.0 8.3 16.6 240.0 15.9 31.9    

 

Lead, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.1 0.1 125.0 3.5 6.9 245.0 8.1 16.3 

10.0 0.1 0.3 130.0 3.6 7.3 250.0 8.3 16.7 
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Lead, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

15.0 0.2 0.5 135.0 3.8 7.6 255.0 8.6 17.2 

20.0 0.3 0.7 140.0 4.0 8.0 260.0 8.8 17.6 

25.0 0.4 0.9 145.0 4.2 8.4 265.0 9.0 18.0 

30.0 0.6 1.1 150.0 4.4 8.7 270.0 9.2 18.5 

35.0 0.7 1.4 155.0 4.5 9.1 275.0 9.4 18.9 

40.0 0.8 1.6 160.0 4.7 9.5 280.0 9.6 19.3 

45.0 0.9 1.9 165.0 4.9 9.9 285.0 9.9 19.8 

50.0 1.1 2.2 170.0 5.1 10.2 290.0 10.1 20.2 

55.0 1.2 2.4 175.0 5.3 10.6 295.0 10.3 20.7 

60.0 1.4 2.7 180.0 5.5 11.0 300.0 10.5 21.1 

65.0 1.5 3.0 185.0 5.7 11.4 310.0 11.0 22.0 

70.0 1.7 3.3 190.0 5.9 11.8 320.0 11.4 22.9 

75.0 1.8 3.6 195.0 6.1 12.2 330.0 11.9 23.8 

80.0 2.0 3.9 200.0 6.3 12.6 340.0 12.3 24.8 

85.0 2.1 4.2 205.0 6.5 13.0 350.0 12.8 25.7 

90.0 2.3 4.6 210.0 6.7 13.4 360.0 13.3 26.6 

95.0 2.4 4.9 215.0 6.9 13.8 370.0 13.7 27.6 

100.0 2.6 5.2 220.0 7.1 14.2 380.0 14.2 28.5 

105.0 2.8 5.5 225.0 7.3 14.6 390.0 14.7 29.5 

110.0 2.9 5.9 230.0 7.5 15.1 400.0 15.2 30.5 

115.0 3.1 6.2 235.0 7.7 15.5 >400 15.2 30.5 

120.0 3.3 6.6 240.0 7.9 15.9    

 

Nickel, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 3.4 6.8 125.0 51.5 103.3 245.0 90.9 182.5 

10.0 6.1 12.2 130.0 53.2 106.7 250.0 92.5 185.6 

15.0 8.6 17.2 135.0 54.9 110.2 255.0 94.1 188.7 

20.0 10.9 21.9 140.0 56.6 113.6 260.0 95.6 191.9 

25.0 13.2 26.5 145.0 58.3 117.1 265.0 97.2 195.0 

30.0 15.4 30.9 150.0 60.0 120.5 270.0 98.7 198.1 

35.0 17.5 35.2 155.0 61.7 123.9 275.0 100.3 201.2 

40.0 19.6 39.4 160.0 63.4 127.2 280.0 101.8 204.3 

45.0 21.7 43.5 165.0 65.1 130.6 285.0 103.3 207.4 

50.0 23.7 47.6 170.0 66.8 133.9 290.0 104.9 210.4 

55.0 25.7 51.6 175.0 68.4 137.3 295.0 106.4 213.5 

60.0 27.7 55.5 180.0 70.1 140.6 300.0 107.9 216.6 

65.0 29.6 59.4 185.0 71.7 143.9 310.0 111.0 222.7 

70.0 31.5 63.2 190.0 73.3 147.1 320.0 114.0 228.7 

75.0 33.4 67.0 195.0 75.0 150.4 330.0 117.0 234.7 

80.0 35.3 70.8 200.0 76.6 153.7 340.0 120.0 240.7 
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Nickel, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

85.0 37.1 74.5 205.0 78.2 156.9 350.0 123.0 246.7 

90.0 39.0 78.2 210.0 79.8 160.2 360.0 125.9 252.7 

95.0 40.8 81.9 215.0 81.4 163.4 370.0 128.9 258.6 

100.0 42.6 85.5 220.0 83.0 166.6 380.0 131.8 264.5 

105.0 44.4 89.1 225.0 84.6 169.8 390.0 134.8 270.4 

110.0 46.2 92.7 230.0 86.2 173.0 400.0 137.7 276.2 

115.0 48.0 96.2 235.0 87.8 176.1 >400 137.7 276.2 

120.0 49.7 99.8 240.0 89.4 179.3    

 

Zinc, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 4.7 9.4 125.0 72.0 144.5 245.0 127.4 255.6 

10.0 8.5 17.0 130.0 74.5 149.4 250.0 129.6 260.0 

15.0 11.9 24.0 135.0 76.9 154.2 255.0 131.8 264.4 

20.0 15.2 30.6 140.0 79.3 159.1 260.0 134.0 268.8 

25.0 18.4 37.0 145.0 81.7 163.9 265.0 136.1 273.1 

30.0 21.5 43.1 150.0 84.1 168.6 270.0 138.3 277.5 

35.0 24.5 49.1 155.0 86.4 173.4 275.0 140.5 281.9 

40.0 27.4 55.0 160.0 88.8 178.1 280.0 142.6 286.2 

45.0 30.3 60.8 165.0 91.1 182.8 285.0 144.8 290.5 

50.0 33.1 66.5 170.0 93.5 187.5 290.0 146.9 294.8 

55.0 35.9 72.1 175.0 95.8 192.2 295.0 149.1 299.1 

60.0 38.7 77.6 180.0 98.1 196.8 300.0 151.2 303.4 

65.0 41.4 83.0 185.0 100.4 201.4 310.0 155.5 312.0 

70.0 44.1 88.4 190.0 102.7 206.0 320.0 159.7 320.5 

75.0 46.7 93.7 195.0 105.0 210.6 330.0 163.9 328.9 

80.0 49.3 99.0 200.0 107.3 215.2 340.0 168.1 337.4 

85.0 51.9 104.2 205.0 109.5 219.8 350.0 172.3 345.8 

90.0 54.5 109.4 210.0 111.8 224.3 360.0 176.5 354.1 

95.0 57.1 114.5 215.0 114.0 228.8 370.0 180.6 362.4 

100.0 59.6 119.6 220.0 116.3 233.3 380.0 184.8 370.7 

105.0 62.1 124.7 225.0 118.5 237.8 390.0 188.9 379.0 

110.0 64.6 129.7 230.0 120.7 242.3 400.0 193.0 387.2 

115.0 67.1 134.7 235.0 123.0 246.7 >400 193.0 387.2 

120.0 69.6 139.6 240.0 125.2 251.2    

 
 

VIII. MUNICIPAL ACTION LEVELS 

 
Conventional Pollutants  

RB-AR3972



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment G – Non-Storm Water Action Levels G-17 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

 
Pollutants pH TSS 

mg/L 
COD 
mg/L 

Kjedahl 
Nitrogen (TKN) 
mg/L 

Nitrate & Nitrite- 
total mg/L 

P- total 
mg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
6.0-
9.0 

 
26.3 

 
32 

 
0.80 

 
0.34 

 
0.14 

 
 
Metals 
 
Pollutants Cd- total 

µg/L 
Cr-total 
µg/L 

Cu- total 
µg/L 

Pb- total 
µg/L 

Ni- total 
µg/L 

Zn- total 
µg/L 

Hg- total 
µg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
0.44 

 
3.7 

 
7 

 
5 

 
4.8 

 
40 

 
0.1 

 
 
This Order establishes Municipal Action Levels (MALs) to identify subwatersheds requiring 
additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutant loads and prioritize 
implementation of additional BMPs.  MALs for selected pollutants are based on nationwide 
Phase I MS4 monitoring data for pollutants in storm water 
(http://unix.eng.ua.edu/~rpitt/Research/Research.shtml, last visited on May 9, 2012).  The 
MALs were obtained by computing the upper 25th percentile for selected pollutants.  
 
Under this Order, the Municipal Action Levels (MALs) shall be utilized by Permittees to identify 
subwatersheds discharging pollutants at levels in excess of the MALs.   Within those 
subwatersheds where pollutant levels in the discharge are in excess of the MALs, Permittees 
shall implement controls and measures necessary to reduce the discharge of pollutants.  
 
In order to determine if MS4 discharges are in excess of the MALs, Permittees shall conduct 
outfall monitoring as required in the Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) (Attachment E).  
A MAL Assessment Report shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
as part of the Annual Report. The MAL Assessment Report shall present the monitoring data in 
comparison to the applicable MALs, and identify those subwatersheds with a running average 
of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs listed in this attachment in 
discharges of storm water from the MS4. 
 
Beginning in Year 3 after the effective date of this Order, each Permittee shall submit a MAL 
Action Plan with the Annual Report (first MAL Action Plan due with December 15, 2013 Annual 
Report) to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, for those subwatersheds with a 
running average of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs in any discharge of 
storm water from the MS4.  The plan shall include an assessment of the sources responsible 
for the MAL exceedances, the existing storm water programs and BMPs that address those 
sources, an assessment of potential program enhancements, alternative BMPs and actions the 
Permittee shall implement to reduce discharges to a level that is equivalent to or below the 
MALs, and an implementation schedule for such actions for Executive Officer approval.  The 
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MAL Action Plan shall provide the technical rationale to demonstrate the proposed measures 
and controls will attain the MALs.  If the MAL Action Plan is not approved within 90 days of the 
due date, the Executive Officer may establish an appropriate plan with at least 90 day 
notification and consultation to the Permittees.  
 
Within 90 days of the plan approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, the 
Permittee shall initiate the BMPs and actions proposed in the MAL Action Plan, together with 
any other practicable BMPs or actions that the Executive Officer determines to be necessary to 
meet the MALs.  The Permittee shall complete the proposed actions in accordance with the 
approved implementation schedule.  
 
Upon completion of the actions specified in the approved MAL Action Plan, the Permittee shall 
re-monitor the subject subwatershed in accordance with the MRP, and submit a Post-Project 
MAL Assessment Report to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 
 
As additional data become available through the MRP or from the Regional Subset of the 
National Dataset, MALs may be revised annually by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer in accordance with an equivalent statistical method as that used to establish the MALs 
in this attachment with at least 90 day notification and consultation to the Permittees. 
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ATTACHMENT H. BIORETENTION / BIOFILTRATION DESIGN CRITERIA 

Note: A significant portion of the information in this appendix has been copied verbatim from 
the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual, Updated 2011, and modified to reflect recent 
changes to the bioretention/biofiltration soil media specifications as adopted by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Region, on November 28, 2011, Order 
No. R2-2011-083, Attachment L. 
 

1. Geometry 

a. Bioretention/biofiltration areas shall be sized to capture and treat the design with an 18-
inch maximum ponding depth. The intention is that the ponding depth be limited to a 
depth that will allow for a healthy vegetation layer. 

b. Minimum planting soil depth should be 2 feet, although 3 feet is preferred. The intention 
is that the minimum planting soil depth should provide a beneficial root zone for the 
chosen plant palette and adequate water storage for the SWQDv. 

c. A gravel storage layer below the bioretention/biofiltraton soil media is required as 
necessary to provide adequate temporary storage to retain the SWQDv and to promote 
infiltration.  

2. Drainage 

a. Bioretention and biofiltration BMPs should be designed to drain below the planting soil 
in less than 48 hours and completely drain in less than 96 hours. The intention is that 
soils must be allowed to dry out periodically in order to restore hydraulic capacity 
needed to receive flows from subsequent storms, maintain infiltration rates, maintain 
adequate soil oxygen levels for healthy soil biota and vegetation, and to provide proper 
soil conditions for biodegradation and retention of pollutants. 

b. Biofiltration BMPs are designed and constructed with an underdrain. The underdrain is 
preferably placed near the top of the gravel storage area to promote incidental 
infiltration and enhanced nitrogen removal. However, if in-situ, underlying soils do not 
provide sufficient drainage, the underdrain may need to be placed lower in the gravel 
storage area (within 6 inches of the bottom) to prevent the unit from holding stagnant 
water for extended periods of time.  At many sites, clay soils will drain sufficiently fast, 
particularly if they are not compacted. Observing soil moisture and surface conditions in 
the days following a wet period may provide sufficient information for making this 
decision and may be more directly applicable than in situ or laboratory testing of soil 
characteristics. 1 

3. Overflow 

An overflow device is required at the 18-inch ponding depth. The following, or equivalent, 
should be provided: 

a. A vertical PVC pipe (SDR 35) to act as an overflow riser. 

b. The overflow riser(s) should be 6 inches or greater in diameter, so it can be cleaned 
without damage to the pipe. 

                                            
11

 Dan  Cloak, Dan Cloak Environmental Consulting to Tom Dalziel, Contra Costa County, February 22, 2011. 
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The inlet to the riser should be at the ponding depth (18 inches for fenced bioretention 
areas and 6 inches for areas that are not fenced), and be capped with a spider cap to 
exclude floating mulch and debris. Spider caps should be screwed in or glued, i.e., not 
removable. 

4. Integrated Water Quality/ Flow Reduction/Resources Management Criteria 

a. When calculating the capacity of an infiltration system, each Permittee shall account for 
the 24-hour infiltration assuming that the soil is saturated. Infiltration BMPs shall be 
limited to project sites where the in-situ soil or the amended on-site soils have a 
demonstrated infiltration rate under saturated conditions of no less than 0.15 inch per 
hour.  

b. Bioretention BMPs shall be designed to accommodate the minimum design flow at a 
surface loading rate of 5 inches per hour and no greater than 12 inches per hour, and 
shall have a total volume, including pore spaces and pre-filter detention volume of no 
less than the SWQDv.   

c. If rainwater harvested for use in irrigation is to be credited toward the total volume of 
storm water runoff retained on-site, each Permittee shall require the project proponent 
to conduct a conservative (assuming reasonable worst-case scenarios) assessment of 
water demand during the wet-weather season. This volume will be referred to as the 
“reliable” estimate of irrigation demand. The portion of water to be credited as retained 
on-site for use in irrigation shall not exceed the reliable estimate of irrigation demand. 

d. Harvested rainwater must be stored in a manner that precludes the breeding of 
mosquitoes or other vectors or with a draw down not to exceed 96 hours. 

e. When evaluating the potential for on-site retention, each Permittee shall consider the 
maximum potential for evapotranspiration from green roofs and rainfall harvest and use. 

f. Project requirements shall address at a minimum the potential use of harvested 
rainwater for non-potable uses including toilet flushing, laundry, and cooling water 
makeup water. If the municipal, building or county health code(s) does not allow such 
use of harvested rainwater, each Permittee shall develop a model ordinance and submit 
it to the city council or County Supervisors for consideration within 24 months after the 
Order effective date. The model ordinances shall be based on the International 
Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials’ (IAPMO’s) Green Plumbing and 
Mechanical Code Supplement to the 2012 National Standard Plumbing Code, or similar 
guidance to ensure the safe and effective use of harvested rainwater, separate from the 
existing provisions, if any, for reclaimed wastewater. 

5. Hydraulic Restriction Layers 

Infiltration pathways may need to be restricted due to the close proximity of roads, 
foundations, or other infrastructure. A geomembrane liner, or other equivalent water 
proofing, may be placed along the vertical walls to reduce lateral flows. This liner should 
have a minimum thickness of 30 mils. Waterproof barriers may not be placed on the bottom 
of the biofiltration unit, as this would prevent incidental infiltration which is critical to meeting 
the required pollutant load reduction. 
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6. Planting/Storage Media Specifications  

a. The planting media placed in the cell should achieve a long-term, in-place infiltration 
rate of at least 5 inches per hour. Higher infiltration rates of up to 12 inches per hour are 
permissible. Bioretention/biofiltration soil shall retain sufficient moisture to support 
vigorous plant growth. 

b. Planting media should consist of 60 to 80% fine sand and 20 to 40% compost. 

c. Sand should be free of wood, waste, coating such as clay, stone dust, carbonate, etc. or 
any other deleterious material. All aggregate passing the No. 200 sieve size should be 
non-plastic. Sand for bioretention should be analyzed by an accredited lab using #200, 
#100, #40, #30, #16, #8, #4, and 3/8 sieves (ASTM D 422 or as approved by the local 
permitting authority) and meet the following gradation (Note: all sands complying with 
ASTM C33 for fine aggregate comply with the gradation requirements provided in 
Table H-1): 

 
Table H-1. Sand Texture Specifications 

 Percent Passing by Weight 
Sieve Size 
ASTM D422 

Minimum Maximum 

3 /8 inch 100 100 
No. 4 90 100 
No. 8 70 100 
No. 16 40 95 
No. 30 15 70 
No. 40 5 55 
No. 110 0 15 
No. 200 0 5 

Note: The gradation of the sand component of the media is believed to be a major factor in the 
hydraulic conductivity of the media mix. If the desired hydraulic conductivity of the media cannot 
be achieved within the specified proportions of sand and compost (#2), then it may be 
necessary to utilize sand at the coarser end of the range specified in above (“minimum” 
column). 

d. Compost should be a well decomposed, stable, weed free organic matter source 
derived from waste materials including yard debris, wood wastes, or other organic 
materials not including manure or biosolids meeting standards developed by the US 
Composting Council (USCC). The product shall be certified through the USCC Seal of 
Testing Assurance (STA) Program (a compost testing and information disclosure 
program). Compost quality should be verified via a lab analysis to be: 

• Feedstock materials shall be specified and include one or more of the following: 
landscape/yard trimmings, grass clippings, food scraps, and agricultural crop 
residues. 

• Organic matter: 35-75% dry weight basis. 
• Carbon and Nitrogen Ratio: 15:1 < C:N < 25:1 
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• Maturity/Stability: shall have dark brown color and a soil-like odor. Compost 
exhibiting a sour or putrid smell, containing recognizable grass or leaves, or is hot 
(120 F) upon delivery or rewetting is not acceptable. 

• Toxicity: any one of the following measures is sufficient to indicate non-toxicity: 
o NH4:NH3 < 3 
o Ammonium < 500 ppm, dry weight basis 
o Seed Germination > 80% of control 
o Plant trials > 80% of control 

o Solvita® > 5 index value 

• Nutrient content: 
o Total Nitrogen content 0.9% or above preferred 
o Total Boron should be <80 ppm, soluble boron < 2.5 ppm 

• Salinity: < 6.0 mmhos/cm 
• pH between 6.5 and 8 (may vary with plant palette) 
• Compost for bioretention should be analyzed by an accredited lab using #200, ¼ 

inch, ½ inch, and 1 inch sieves (ASTM D 422) and meet the gradation described in 
Table H-2: 

Table H-2. Compost Texture Specifications 

 Percent Passing by Weight 

Sieve Size 
ASTM D422 

Minimum Maximum 

1 inch 99 100 
½ inch 90 100 
¼ inch 40 90 
#200 2 10 
 

Tests should be sufficiently recent to represent the actual material that is anticipated to 
be delivered to the site. If processes or sources used by the supplier have changed 
significantly since the most recent testing, new tests should be requested. 

Note: the gradation of compost used in bioretention/biofiltratation media is believed to 
play an important role in the saturated hydraulic conductivity of the media. To achieve a 
higher saturated hydraulic conductivity, it may be necessary to utilize compost at the 
coarser end of this range (“minimum” column). The percent passing the #200 sieve 
(fines) is believed to be the most important factor in hydraulic conductivity. 

In addition, a coarser compost mix provides more heterogeneity of the bioretention 
media, which is believed to be advantageous for more rapid development of soil 
structure needed to support health biological processes. This may be an advantage for 
plant establishment with lower nutrient and water input. 

e. Bioretention/Biofiltration soils not meeting the above criteria shall be evaluated on a 
case by case basis. Alternative bioretention soil shall meet the following specification: 
“Soils for bioretention facilities shall be sufficiently permeable to infiltrate runoff at a 
minimum rate of 5 inches per hour during the life of the facility, and provide sufficient 
retention of moisture and nutrients to support healthy vegetation.” The following steps 
shall be followed by the Permittees  to verify that alternative soil mixes meet the 
specification: 
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• Submittals – The applicant must submit to the Permittee for approval: 

o A sample of mixed bioretention/biofiltration soil. 
o Certification from the soil supplier or an accredited laboratory that the 

bioretention/biofiltration soil meets the requirements of this specification. 
o Certification from an accredited geotechnical testing laboratory that the  

bioretention/biofiltration soil has an infiltration rate of between 5 and 12 inches 
per hour.   

o Organic content test results of mixed bioretention/biofiltration soil. Organic 
content test shall be performed in accordance with by Testing Methods for the 
Examination of Compost and Composting (TMECC) 05.07A, “Loss-On-Ignition 
Organic Matter Method”. 

o Organic Grain size analysis results of mixed bioretention/biofiltration soil 
performed in accordance with ASTM D 422, Standard Test Method for Particle 
Size Analysis of Soils. 

o A description of the equipment and methods used to mix the sand and compost 
to produce the bioretention/biofiltration soil. 

• The name of the testing laboratory(s) and the following information: 
o Contact person(s) 
o Address(s) 
o Phone contact(s) 
o email address(s) 
o Qualifications of laboratory(s), and personnel including date of current 
o Certification by STA, ASTM, or approved equal. 

• Bioretention/biofiltration soils shall be analyzed by an accredited lab using #200, and 
1/2” inch sieves (ASTM D 422 or as approved by municipality), and meet the 
gradation described in Table H-3). 

Table H-3. Alternative Bioretention/Biofiltration Soil Texture Specifications 

 Percent Passing by Weight 
Sieve Size 
ASTM D422 

Minimum Maximum 

½   inch 97 100 
200 2 5 

 
• Bioretention/biofiltration soils shall be analyzed by an accredited geotechnical lab for 

the following tests: 
o Moisture – density relationships (compaction tests) shall be conducted on 

bioretention soil. Bioretention/biofiltration soil for the permeability test shall be 
compacted to 85 to 90 percent of the maximum dry density (ASTM D1557). 

o Constant head permeability testing in accordance with ASTM D2434 shall be 
conducted on a minimum of two samples with a 6-inch mold and vacuum 
saturation. 

7. Mulch for Bioretention/Biofiltration Facilities 

Mulch is recommended for the purpose of retaining moisture, preventing erosion and 
minimizing weed growth. Projects subject to the State’s Model Water Efficiency 
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Landscaping Ordinance (or comparable local ordinance) will be required to provide at least 
two inches of mulch. Aged mulch, also called compost mulch, reduces the ability of weeds 
to establish, keeps soil moist, and replenishes soil nutrients. Aged mulch can be obtained 
through soil suppliers or directly from commercial recycling yards. It is recommended to 
apply 1" to 2" of composted mulch, once a year, preferably in June following weeding 

8. Plants 

a. Plant materials should be tolerant of summer drought, ponding fluctuations, and 
saturated soil conditions for 48 to 96 hours. 

b. It is recommended that a minimum of three types of tree, shrubs, and/or herbaceous 
groundcover species be incorporated to protect against facility failure due to disease 
and insect infestations of a single species. 

c. Native plant species and/or hardy cultivars that are not invasive and do not require 
chemical inputs should be used to the maximum extent practicable. 
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ATTACHMENT I. DEVELOPER TECHNICAL INFORMATION AND GUIDELINES 

1. Each Permittee shall make available to the Development Community reference 
information and recommended guidelines. Such information may include the following: 

a. Hydromodification Control criteria described in this Order, including numerical 
criteria 

b. Links to the State Water Board’s Water Balance Calculator 

c. Expected BMP pollutant removal performance including effluent quality (ASCE/ U.S. 
EPA International BMP Database, CASQA New Development BMP Handbook, 
technical reports, local data on BMP performance, and the scientific literature 
appropriate for southern California geography and climate) 

d. Selection of appropriate BMPs for stormwater pollutants of concern 

e. Data on observed local effectiveness and performance of implemented BMPs 

f. BMP maintenance and cost considerations 

g. Guiding principles to facilitate integrated water resources planning and management 
in the selection of BMPs, including water conservation, groundwater recharge, public 
recreation, multipurpose parks, open space preservation, and existing retrofits 

h. LID principles and specifications, including the objectives and specifications for 
integration of LID strategies in the areas of: 

i. Site Assessment 

ii. Site Planning and Design 

iii. Vegetative Protection, Revegetation, and Maintenance 

iv. Techniques to Minimize Land Disturbance 

v. Techniques to Implement LID Measures at Various Scales 

vi. Integrated Water Resources Management Practices 

vii. LID Design and Flow Modeling Guidance 

viii. Hydrologic Analysis 

ix. LID Credits for trees or other features that intercept storm water runoff. 

i. Recommended Guidelines to include: 

i. Locate structures on less pervious soils where possible so as to preserve areas 
with permeable soils (Hydrologic Soil Group Classes A and B, as defined by the 
National Cooperative Soil Survey), for use in stormwater infiltration and 
groundwater recharge. Minimize the need to grade the site by concentrating 
development in areas with minimal non-engineered slopes and existing 
infrastructure, and mitigate any construction disturbance. 

ii. The total disturbed area shall be no greater than 110 percent of the final project 
footprint plus the area of the construction stormwater detention basins, if any, 
and as required to meet applicable Fire Department regulations for brush 
clearance.  
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iii. Construction vehicles shall be confined at all times to the area specifically 
permitted to be disturbed by construction as depicted in the approved 
construction documents. Physical barriers shall be used to designate and 
protect the boundary between disturbed and undisturbed areas. 

iv. Materials staging shall be confined to the area permitted to be disturbed by 
construction or may be temporarily stored off-site at an approved location at the 
Contractor’s option.  

v. Construction vehicles shall not traverse areas within the drip lines of those 
trees and other landscaping to be preserved. Approved visible physical 
barriers, such as continuous fencing, shall be provided to completely surround 
all trees and other landscaping to be preserved. Barriers shall be placed not 
less than 5 feet outside the drip lines of trees. 

vi. Preserve or restore continuous riparian buffers widths along all natural 
drainages to a minimum width of 100 feet from each bank top, for a total of 200 
feet plus the width of the stream, unless the Watershed Plan demonstrates that 
a smaller riparian buffer width is protective of water quality, hydrology, and 
aquatic life beneficial uses within a specific drainage. 

vii. Identify and avoid development of areas containing habitat with threatened or 
endangered plant and animal species2. 

j. Each Permittee shall facilitate implementation of LID by providing key industry, 
regulatory, and other stakeholders with information regarding LID objectives and 
specifications through a training program. The LID training program will include the 
following: 

i. LID targeted sessions and materials for builders, design professionals, 
regulators, resource agencies, and stakeholders 

ii. A combination of awareness on national efforts and local experience gained 
through LID pilot projects and demonstration projects 

iii. Materials and data from LID pilot projects and demonstration projects including 
case studies 

iv. Guidance on how to integrate LID requirements at various project scales 

v. Guidance on the relationship among LID strategies, Source Control BMPs, 
Treatment Control BMPs, and Hydromodification Control requirements 

 

                                            
2
 Federal Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1544 (http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/eo11990.cfm); 
California Endangered Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, §§  2050 to 2115.5.   
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Ep is determined as follows- The total effective work done on the channel 

boundary is derived and used as a metric to predict the likelihood of channel 

adjustment given watershed and stream hydrologic and geomorphic variables.  

The index under urbanized conditions is compared to the index under pre-

urban conditions expressed as a ratio (Ep).  The effective work index (W) is 

computed as the excess shear stress that exceeds a critical value for streambed 

mobility or bank material erosion integrated over time and represents the total 

work done on the channel boundary:   

( )∑
=

∆⋅⋅−=

n

i

ici tVW
1

5.1
ττ    (1) 

 

Where τc = critical shear stress that initiates bed mobility or erodes the 

weakest bank layer, τi  = applied hydraulic shear stress, ∆t = duration of flows 

(in hours), and n = length of flow record.  The effective work index for 

presumed stable stream channels under pre-urban conditions is compared to 

stable and unstable channels under current urbanized conditions. The 

comparison, expressed as a ratio, is defined as the Erosion Potential (Ep)
1
 

(McRae 1992, 1996).  

 

pre

post

W

W
Ep =

              (2) 

where:  

Wpost = work index estimated for the post-urban condition 

Wpre  = work index estimated for the pre-urban condition 

                                                           
1
  MacRae, C.R. 1992. The Role of Moderate Flow Events and Bank Structure in the Determination of 

Channel Response to Urbanization. Resolving conflicts and uncertainty in water management: 

Proceedings of the 45th Annual Conference of the Canadian Water Resources Association. Shrubsole, D, 

ed. 1992, pg. 12.1-12.21; MacRae, C.R. 1996. Experience from Morphological Research on Canadian 

Streams: Is Control of the Two-Year Frequency Runoff Event the Best Basis for Stream Channel 

Protection. Effects of Watershed Development and Management on Aquatic Ecosystems, ASCE 

Engineering Foundation Conference, Snowbird, Utah, pg. 144-162 
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ATTACHMENT K. PERMITTEES AND TMDLS MATRIX 

Note: For all tables in this Attachment, Permittees listed in italics are Multi-Jurisdictional Permittees. 

Table K-1: Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

SANTA CLARA RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Santa Clara River 
Nitrogen Compounds 

TMDL 

Upper Santa Clara 
River Chloride 

TMDL 

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, 
and Lake Hughes Trash 

TMDL 

Santa Clara River Estuary and 
Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 

Indicator Bacteria TMDL 

Los Angeles (County of) X X X X 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control 

X X X  X 

Santa Clarita X X   X 

 

Table K-2: Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

SANTA MONICA BAY 
WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

  Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

Santa Monica 
Bay Beaches 

Bacteria TMDL 
(Wet and Dry 

Weather) 

Santa Monica 
Bay 

Nearshore and 
Offshore 

Debris TMDL 

Santa Monica Bay 
TMDL for DDTs and 

PCBs 

Malibu Creek and 
Lagoon Bacteria 

TMDL 

Malibu Creek 
Watershed 

Trash TMDL 

Malibu Creek 
Nutrient TMDL 

Agoura Hills X X X X X X 

Beverly Hills X X X       

Calabasas X X X X X X 

Culver City X X X       

El Segundo X X X       

Hermosa Beach X X X       

Hidden Hills X X X X X X 

Inglewood X X X       
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SANTA MONICA BAY 
WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

  Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

Santa Monica 
Bay Beaches 

Bacteria TMDL 
(Wet and Dry 

Weather) 

Santa Monica 
Bay 

Nearshore and 
Offshore 

Debris TMDL 

Santa Monica Bay 
TMDL for DDTs and 

PCBs 

Malibu Creek and 
Lagoon Bacteria 

TMDL 

Malibu Creek 
Watershed 

Trash TMDL 

Malibu Creek 
Nutrient TMDL 

Los Angeles (City of) X X X       

Los Angeles (County 
of) 

X X X X X X 

Los Angeles County 
Flood Control 

X X X X X X 

Malibu X X X X X X 

Manhattan Beach X X X       

Palos Verdes Estates X X X       

Rancho Palos Verdes X X X       

Redondo Beach X X X       

Rolling Hills X X X       

Rolling Hills Estates X X X       

Santa Monica X X X       

Torrance X X X       

West Hollywood X X X       

Westlake Village X X X X X X 
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Table K-3: Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

SANTA MONICA 
BAY WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT 
AREA 

PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

Ballona 
Creek 
Trash 
TMDL 

Ballona 
Creek 

Estuary 
Toxic 

Pollutants 
TMDL 

Ballona Creek, 
Ballona estuary and 
Sepulveda Channel 

Bacteria TMDL 

Ballona 
Creek 
Metals 
TMDL 

Ballona Creek 
Wetlands TMDL for 

Sediment and 
Invasive Exotic 

Vegetation 

Marina del Rey 
Harbor Mothers' 
Beach and Back 
Basins Bacteria 

TMDL 

Marina del Rey 
Harbor Toxic 

Pollutants 
TMDL 

Agoura Hills               

Beverly Hills X X X X X     

Calabasas               

Culver City X X X X X X X 

El Segundo               

Hermosa Beach               

Hidden Hills               

Inglewood X X X X X     

Los Angeles (City 
of) 

X X X X X X X 

Los Angeles 
(County of) 

X X X X X X X 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control 
  X X X X X X 

Malibu               

Manhattan Beach               

Palos Verdes 
Estates 

              

Rancho Palos 
Verdes 

              

Redondo Beach               

Rolling Hills               
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SANTA MONICA 
BAY WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT 
AREA 

PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

Ballona 
Creek 
Trash 
TMDL 

Ballona 
Creek 

Estuary 
Toxic 

Pollutants 
TMDL 

Ballona Creek, 
Ballona estuary and 
Sepulveda Channel 

Bacteria TMDL 

Ballona 
Creek 
Metals 
TMDL 

Ballona Creek 
Wetlands TMDL for 

Sediment and 
Invasive Exotic 

Vegetation 

Marina del Rey 
Harbor Mothers' 
Beach and Back 
Basins Bacteria 

TMDL 

Marina del Rey 
Harbor Toxic 

Pollutants 
TMDL 

Rolling Hills 
Estates 

              

Santa Monica X X X X X     

Torrance               

West Hollywood X X X X X     

Westlake Village               

 

Table K-4: Dominguez Channel Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los Angeles Harbor 
Bacteria TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Trash TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Nutrient TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Pesticides and 

PCBs TMDL 

Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los 

Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Carson   X X X X 

Compton         X 

El Segundo         X 

Gardena         X 

Hawthorne         X 

Inglewood         X 

Lawndale         X 

Lomita   X X X   

Los Angeles (City of) X X X X X 

Los Angeles (County of) X X X X X 
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DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los Angeles Harbor 
Bacteria TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Trash TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Nutrient TMDL 

Machado Lake 
Pesticides and 

PCBs TMDL 

Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los 

Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control 

  X X X X 

Manhattan Beach         X 

Palos Verdes Estates   X X X   

Rancho Palos Verdes   X X X   

Redondo Beach   X X X X 

Rolling Hills   X X X   

Rolling Hills Estates   X X X   

Torrance   X X X X 

 

Table K-5: Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los 
Angeles 

River 
Watershed 

Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Nitrogen 
Compounds 
and Related 

Effects TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River and 

Tributaries 
Metals 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Watershed 
Bacteria 

TMDL 

Long Beach City 
Beaches and Los 

Angeles River 
Estuary Bacteria 

TMDL 

Los Angeles Area 
Lake TMDLs for 
Lake Calabasas, 
Echo Park Lake,  

and Peck Road Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los 

Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Alhambra X X X X       

Arcadia X X X X   X   

Bell X X X X       

Bell Gardens X X X X       

Bradbury X X X X   X   

Burbank X X X X       

Calabasas X X X X   X   

Carson X X X X       
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LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los 
Angeles 

River 
Watershed 

Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Nitrogen 
Compounds 
and Related 

Effects TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River and 

Tributaries 
Metals 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Watershed 
Bacteria 

TMDL 

Long Beach City 
Beaches and Los 

Angeles River 
Estuary Bacteria 

TMDL 

Los Angeles Area 
Lake TMDLs for 
Lake Calabasas, 
Echo Park Lake,  

and Peck Road Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los 

Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Commerce X X X X       

Compton X X X X     X 

Cudahy X X X X       

Downey X X X X       

Duarte X X X X   X   

El Monte X X X X   X   

Glendale X X X X       

Hidden Hills X X X X       

Huntington Park X X X X       

Inglewood               

Irwindale X X X X   X   

La Canada 
Flintridge 

X X X X       

Lakewood X X         X 

Los Angeles 
(City of) 

X X X X   X X 

Los Angeles 
(County of) 

X X X X   X X 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control 
  X X X X X X 

Lynwood X X X X       

Maywood X X X X       

Monrovia X X X X   X   

Montebello X X X X       

Monterey Park X X X X       

Paramount X X X X     X 
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LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los 
Angeles 

River 
Watershed 

Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Nitrogen 
Compounds 
and Related 

Effects TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River and 

Tributaries 
Metals 
TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River 

Watershed 
Bacteria 

TMDL 

Long Beach City 
Beaches and Los 

Angeles River 
Estuary Bacteria 

TMDL 

Los Angeles Area 
Lake TMDLs for 
Lake Calabasas, 
Echo Park Lake,  

and Peck Road Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel 
and Greater Los 

Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbor Waters 

Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

Pasadena X X X X       

Pico Rivera X X X X       

Rosemead X X X X       

San Fernando X X X X       

San Gabriel X X X X       

San Marino X X X X       

Santa Clarita X X X X       

Sierra Madre X X X X   X   

Signal Hill X X X X X   X 

South El Monte X X X X       

South Gate X X X X       

South Pasadena X X X X       

Temple City X X X X       

Vernon X X X X       

 

Table K-6: San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

SAN GABRIEL RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

San Gabriel River and 
Impaired Tributaries 
Metals and Selenium 

TMDL 

Legg Lake Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
for Legg Lake, Puddingstone 

Reservoir, and Santa Fe Dam Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach 

Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL 

Arcadia X       

Artesia X       
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SAN GABRIEL RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

San Gabriel River and 
Impaired Tributaries 
Metals and Selenium 

TMDL 

Legg Lake Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
for Legg Lake, Puddingstone 

Reservoir, and Santa Fe Dam Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach 

Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL 

Azusa X   X   

Baldwin Park X       

Bellflower X     X 

Bradbury X       

Cerritos X       

Claremont X   X   

Covina X       

Diamond Bar X       

Downey X       

Duarte X       

El Monte X X X   

Glendora X       

Hawaiian Gardens X       

Industry X       

Irwindale X   X   

La Habra Heights X       

La Mirada X       

La Puente X       

La Verne X   X   

Lakewood X       

Los Angeles (County of) X X X X 

Los Angeles County 
Flood Control 

X X X X 

Monrovia         

Norwalk X       

Pico Rivera X       
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SAN GABRIEL RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

San Gabriel River and 
Impaired Tributaries 
Metals and Selenium 

TMDL 

Legg Lake Trash 
TMDL 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
for Legg Lake, Puddingstone 

Reservoir, and Santa Fe Dam Park 
Lake 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach 

Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL 

Pomona X   X   

San Dimas X   X   

Santa Fe Springs X       

South El Monte X X X   

Walnut X       

West Covina X       

Whittier X       

 

Table K-7: Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL AND 
ALAMITOS BAY WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDLS 

Los Cerritos Channel Metals 
TMDL 

Colorado Lagoon OC 
Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment 
Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals 

TMDL 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach 

Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants 
TMDL 

Bellflower X   X 

Cerritos X     

Downey X     

Lakewood X     

Los Angeles (County of) X   X 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control 

X X X 

Paramount X     

Signal Hill X     
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Table K-8: Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area TMDLs 

MIDDLE SANTA ANA RIVER 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

ACTIVE TMDL 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Bacterial Indicator 
TMDL 

Claremont X 

Pomona X 

 

Table K-9: Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area Metals TMDLs by Reach 

LOS ANGELES RIVER 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL 

Reach 1 and 
Compton Creek 

Reach 2, Rio Hondo, 
Arroyo Seco, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 3, 
Verdugo Wash, 

and Burbank 
Western Channel 

Reach 4, Reach 5, 
Tujunga Wash, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 6, Bell 
Creek, and all 
contributing 

subwatersheds 

Alhambra   X       

Arcadia   X       

Bell   X       

Bell Gardens   X       

Bradbury   X       

Burbank     X X   

Calabasas         X 

Carson X 
 

      

Commerce   X       

Compton X X       

Cudahy   X       

Downey   X       

Duarte   X       

El Monte   X       
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LOS ANGELES RIVER 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL 

Reach 1 and 
Compton Creek 

Reach 2, Rio Hondo, 
Arroyo Seco, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 3, 
Verdugo Wash, 

and Burbank 
Western Channel 

Reach 4, Reach 5, 
Tujunga Wash, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 6, Bell 
Creek, and all 
contributing 

subwatersheds 

Glendale   X X X   

Hidden Hills         X 

Huntington Park X X       

Inglewood           

Irwindale   X       

La Canada Flintridge   X X     

Lakewood           

Los Angeles (City of) X X X X X 

Los Angeles (County of) X X X X X 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control 

X X X X X 

Lynwood X X       

Maywood   X       

Monrovia   X       

Montebello   X       

Monterey Park   X       

Paramount   X       

Pasadena   X X     

Pico Rivera   X       

Rosemead   X       

San Fernando       X   

San Gabriel   X       

San Marino   X       

Santa Clarita           

Sierra Madre   X       

Signal Hill X         

South El Monte   X       
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LOS ANGELES RIVER 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL 

Reach 1 and 
Compton Creek 

Reach 2, Rio Hondo, 
Arroyo Seco, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 3, 
Verdugo Wash, 

and Burbank 
Western Channel 

Reach 4, Reach 5, 
Tujunga Wash, and all 

contributing 
subwatersheds 

Reach 6, Bell 
Creek, and all 
contributing 

subwatersheds 

South Gate X X       

South Pasadena   X       

Temple City   X       

Vernon  
X       

 

Table K-10: Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area Bacteria TMDL by Reach 

LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River Segment 

Los Angeles River Tributary 

A B C D E 
Aliso 

Canyon 
Wash 

Arroyo 
Seco 

Bell 
Creek 

Bull 
Creek 

Burbank 
Western 
Channel 

Compton 
Creek 

Dry 
Canyon 
Creek 

McCoy 
Canyon 
Creek 

Rio 
Hondo 

Tujunga 
Wash 

Verdugo 
Wash 

Alhambra   X                       X     

Arcadia                           X     

Bell   X                             

Bell Gardens   X                       X     

Bradbury                           X     

Burbank     X             X             

Calabasas                       X X       

Carson                     X           

Commerce   X                       X     

Compton X X                 X           

Cudahy   X                             

Downey   X                       X     

Duarte                           X     
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LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River Segment 

Los Angeles River Tributary 

A B C D E 
Aliso 

Canyon 
Wash 

Arroyo 
Seco 

Bell 
Creek 

Bull 
Creek 

Burbank 
Western 
Channel 

Compton 
Creek 

Dry 
Canyon 
Creek 

McCoy 
Canyon 
Creek 

Rio 
Hondo 

Tujunga 
Wash 

Verdugo 
Wash 

El Monte                           X     

Glendale   X X       X     X         X X 

Hidden Hills               X         X       

Huntington 
Park 

  X                 X           

Inglewood                                 

Irwindale                           X     

La Canada 
Flintridge 

    X       X                 X 

Lakewood X                               

Los Angeles 
(City of) 

  X X X X X X X X X X X X   X X 

Los Angeles 
(County of) 

X X X   X X X X X   X X X X X X 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control 
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Lynwood X X                 X           

Maywood   X                             

Monrovia                           X     

Montebello   X                       X     

Monterey Park   X                       X     

Paramount X X                             

Pasadena   X X       X             X   X 

Pico Rivera                           X     

Rosemead                           X     

San Fernando                             X   

San Gabriel                           X     
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LOS ANGELES 
RIVER 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 

Los Angeles 
River Segment 

Los Angeles River Tributary 

A B C D E 
Aliso 

Canyon 
Wash 

Arroyo 
Seco 

Bell 
Creek 

Bull 
Creek 

Burbank 
Western 
Channel 

Compton 
Creek 

Dry 
Canyon 
Creek 

McCoy 
Canyon 
Creek 

Rio 
Hondo 

Tujunga 
Wash 

Verdugo 
Wash 

San Marino                           X     

Santa Clarita                 X               

Sierra Madre                           X     

Signal Hill X                               

South El Monte                           X     

South Gate   X                 X     X     

South 
Pasadena 

  X         X             X     

Temple City                           X     

Vernon   X                 
 

          

 

Table K-11: Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area Bacteria TMDL by Reach 

SANTA MONICA 
BAY 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL (Wet and Dry Weather) 

Jurisdiction 
Group 1 

Jurisdiction 
Group 2 

Jurisdiction 
Group 3 

Jurisdiction 
Group 4 

Jurisdiction 
Group 5 

Jurisdiction 
Group 6 

Jurisdiction 
Group 7 

Jurisdiction 
Group 8 

Jurisdiction 
Group 9 

Agoura Hills                 X 

Beverly Hills               X   

Calabasas X               X 

Culver City               X   

El Segundo   X     X         

Hermosa Beach         X X       

Hidden Hills                 X 
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SANTA MONICA 
BAY 

WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT 

AREA 
PERMITTEES 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL (Wet and Dry Weather) 

Jurisdiction 
Group 1 

Jurisdiction 
Group 2 

Jurisdiction 
Group 3 

Jurisdiction 
Group 4 

Jurisdiction 
Group 5 

Jurisdiction 
Group 6 

Jurisdiction 
Group 7 

Jurisdiction 
Group 8 

Jurisdiction 
Group 9 

Inglewood               X   

Los Angeles 
(City of) 

X X X       X X   

Los Angeles 
(County of) 

X X 
 

X  X X X X X 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control 
X X X X X X X X X 

Malibu X     X         X 

Manhattan Beach         X X       

Palos Verdes 
Estates 

            X     

Rancho Palos 
Verdes 

            X     

Redondo Beach         
 

X 
 

    

Rolling Hills             X     

Rolling Hills 
Estates 

            X     

Santa Monica   X X         X   

Torrance           X 
 

    

West Hollywood               X   

Westlake Village                 X 
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Table K-12: San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area Metals TMDLs by Reach 

SAN GABRIEL RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL 

Walnut 
Creek 

San Jose 
Creek 

Coyote 
Creek 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 1 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 2 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 3 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 4 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 5 

Arcadia             X   

Artesia     X X         

Azusa X             X 

Baldwin Park X         X X   

Bellflower       X         

Bradbury                 

Cerritos     X X         

Claremont X X             

Covina X               

Diamond Bar   X X           

Downey       X X       

Duarte               X 

El Monte           X X   

Glendora X             X 

Hawaiian Gardens     X           

Industry X X     X X     

Irwindale X         X X X 

La Habra Heights   X X           

La Mirada     X           

La Puente X X       X     

La Verne X X             

Lakewood     X X         

Los Angeles (County of) X X X   X X   X 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control 

X X X X X X X X 

RB-AR3999



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment K – Permittees and TMDLs Matrix K-17 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

SAN GABRIEL RIVER 
WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AREA 
PERMITTEES 

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL 

Walnut 
Creek 

San Jose 
Creek 

Coyote 
Creek 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 1 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 2 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 3 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 4 

San Gabriel 
River Reach 5 

Monrovia                 

Norwalk     X X         

Pico Rivera         X X     

Pomona X X             

San Dimas X X             

Santa Fe Springs     X X X       

South El Monte           X     

Walnut X X             

West Covina X X             

Whittier   X X   X X     
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ATTACHMENT L. TMDLs IN THE SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA (WMA) 

A. Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-1. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following water quality-based effluent limitations for 
discharges to the Santa Clara River Reach 53 as of the effective date of this Order: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (mg/L) 

1-hour Average 30-day Average 

Total Ammonia as Nitrogen 5.2 1.75 
Nitrate as Nitrogen plus Nitrite as Nitrogen -- 6.8 

B. Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-1. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following water quality-based effluent limitation for 
discharges to the Santa Clara River Reaches 5 and 6 as of the effective date of this 
Order: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation 

Instantaneous Maximum 
(mg/L) 

Chloride 100 

C. Lake Elizabeth Trash TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-1. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero 
trash discharged to Lake Elizabeth no later than March 6, 2016 and every year 
thereafter. 

3. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
for trash discharged to Lake Elizabeth, per the schedule below: 

4. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in C.2 and C.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

                                            
3
 The Basin Plan Chapter 7-9 Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL uses the USEPA Santa Clara River reach 
designations.  The USEPA’s Santa Clara River Reach 7 corresponds to Santa Clara River Reach 5 in the Los Angeles 
Region’s Basin Plan Chapter 2. 

Deadline 

Effluent Limitation 

Drainage Area covered by 
Full Capture Systems (%) 

Annual Trash 
Discharge (gal/yr) 

Baseline 0 529 

March 6, 2012 20 423 

March 6, 2013 40 317 

March 6, 2014 60 212 

March 6, 2015 80 106 

March 6, 2016 100 0 
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D. Santa Clara River Indicator Bacteria TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-1. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to the Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6 and 7 during dry 
weather no later than March 21, 2023 and during wet weather4 no later than March 
21, 2029: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

E. coli 235/100 mL 126/100 mL 

 

3. Receiving Water Limitations 

a. Permittees shall comply with the following interim bacteria receiving water 
limitations5 for the Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6, and 7: 

Time 
Period 

Annual Allowable 
Exceedance Days of the 
Single Sample Objective 

(days) 
Deadline 

Daily 
Sampling 

Weekly 
Sampling 

Dry Weather 17 3 March 21, 2016 

Wet 
Weather 

61 9 March 21, 2016 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following final bacteria receiving water 
limitations6 for the Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6, and 7: 

Time 
Period 

Annual Allowable 
Exceedance Days of the 
Single Sample Objective 

(days) 
Deadline 

Daily 
Sampling 

Weekly 
Sampling 

Dry Weather 5 1 March 21, 2023 

Wet 
Weather 

16 3 March 21, 2029 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 
limitation for the Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6, and 7 during dry weather no 
later than March 21, 2023 and during wet weather no later than March 21, 2029: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

E. coli 126/100 mL 

                                            
4
 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or more and the three days following the rain event. 

5
 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the sub-drainage 
area to each reach. 

6
 Ibid. 
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ATTACHMENT M. TMDLs IN THE SANTA MONICA BAY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

AREA 

A. Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K,  
Table K-2. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Santa Monica Bay beaches during dry weather as of the 
effective date of this Order and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of 1,000/100 mL, if the ratio of fecal-to-
total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

3. Receiving Water Limitations 

a. Permittees in each defined jurisdictional group shall comply with the interim 
single sample bacteria receiving water limitations for shoreline monitoring 
stations within their jurisdictional area during wet weather, per the schedule 
below: 

Deadline 

Cumulative percentage reduction from the total 

exceedance day reductions required for each 

jurisdictional group as identified in Table 1 

July 15, 2013 25% 

July 15, 2018 50% 

 
 

RB-AR4003



Los Angeles County  ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System  NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment M –TMDLs in the Santa Monica Bay WMA  M-2 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Table M-1:  Interim Single Sample Bacteria Receiving Water Limitations by Jurisdictional Group 

Jurisdiction 

Group 
Primary Jurisdiction 

Additional Responsible 

Jurisdictions & Agencies 
Subwatershed(s) Monitoring Site(s) 

Interim Single Sample Bacteria 

Receiving Water Limitations as 

Maximum Allowable Exceedance 

Days during Wet Weather 

10% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

25% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

50% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

1 County of Los Angeles Malibu 

City of Los Angeles 

(Topanga only) 

Calabasas (Topanga only) 

Arroyo Sequit SMB 1-1 221 212 197 

Carbon Canyon SMB 1-13 

Corral Canyon SMB 1-11, 

SMB 1-12 

Encinal Canyon SMB 1-3
 

Escondido Canyon SMB 1-8 

Las Flores Canyon SMB 1-14 

Latigo Canyon SMB 1-9 

Los Alisos Canyon SMB 1-2 

Pena Canyon SMB 1-16 

Piedra Gorda Canyon SMB 1-15 

Ramirez Canyon SMB 1-6, SMB 1-7 

Solstice Canyon SMB 1-10 

Topanga Canyon SMB 1-18 

Trancas Canyon SMB 1-4 

Tuna Canyon SMB 1-17 

Zuma Canyon SMB 1-5 

2 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles 

El Segundo (DW only) 

Manhattan Beach (DW 

only) 

Culver City (MDR only) 

Santa Monica 

Castlerock SMB 2-1 342 324 294 

Dockweiler SMB 2-10, SMB 2-

11, SMB 2-12, SMB 

2-13, SMB 2-14, 

SMB 2-15 

Marina del Rey SMB 2-8, 

SMB 2-9 

Pulga Canyon SMB 2-4, SMB 2-5 
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Jurisdiction 

Group 
Primary Jurisdiction 

Additional Responsible 

Jurisdictions & Agencies 
Subwatershed(s) Monitoring Site(s) 

Interim Single Sample Bacteria 

Receiving Water Limitations as 

Maximum Allowable Exceedance 

Days during Wet Weather 

10% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

25% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

50% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

Santa Monica 

Canyon 

SMB 2-7 

Santa Ynez Canyon SMB 2-2, SMB 2-3, 

SMB 2-6 

3 Santa Monica City of Los Angeles 

County of Los Angeles 

Santa Monica SMB 3-1, SMB 3-2, 

SMB 3-3, SMB 3-4, 

SMB 3-5, SMB 3-6 

SMB 3-7, SMB 3-8
#
 

SMB 3-9 

257 237 203 

4 Malibu County of Los Angeles Nicholas Canyon SMB 4-1
# 

14 14 14 

5 Manhattan Beach El Segundo 

Hermosa Beach 

Redondo Beach 

Hermosa SMB 5-1
#
, 

SMB 5-2, 

SMB 5-3
#
, 

SMB 5-4
#
, 

SMB 5-5
#
 

29 29 29 

6 Redondo Beach Hermosa Beach 

Manhattan Beach 

Torrance 

County of Los Angeles 

Redondo SMB 6-1, 

SMB 6-2
#
, 

SMB 6-3, 

SMB 6-4, 

SMB 6-5
#
, 

SMB 6-6
#
 

58 57 56 

RB-AR4005



Los Angeles County  ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System  NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment M –TMDLs in the Santa Monica Bay WMA  M-4 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Jurisdiction 

Group 
Primary Jurisdiction 

Additional Responsible 

Jurisdictions & Agencies 
Subwatershed(s) Monitoring Site(s) 

Interim Single Sample Bacteria 

Receiving Water Limitations as 

Maximum Allowable Exceedance 

Days during Wet Weather 

10% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

25% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

50% 

Reduction 

Milestone 

7 Rancho Palos Verdes City of Los Angeles 

Palos Verdes Estates 

Redondo Beach 

Rolling Hills 

Rolling Hills Estates 

Torrance 

County of Los Angeles 

Palos Verdes 

Peninsula 

SMB 7-1
#
,  

SMB 7-2
#
, 

SMB 7-3
#
, 

SMB 7-4
#
, 

SMB 7-5
#
, 

SMB 7-6
#
, 

SMB 7-7, 

SMB 7-8
#
, 

SMB 7-9
#
 

36 36 36 

# For those beach monitoring locations subject to the antidegradation provision, there shall be no increase in exceedance days during the implementation period above that 
estimated for the beach monitoring location in the critical year. 

* The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is a responsible agency in each Jurisdiction Group and is jointly responsible for complying with the allowable 
number of exceedance days.  Caltrans is separately regulated under the Statewide Storm Water Permit for State of California Department of Transportation (NPDES No. 
CAS000003). 
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b. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped7 final single sample bacteria 
receiving water limitations for all shoreline monitoring stations along Santa 
Monica Bay beaches, except for those monitoring stations subject to the 
antidegradation implementation provision as established in the TMDL and 
identified in subpart c. below, during dry weather as of the effective date of this 
Order and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective (days) 

Daily Sampling 
Weekly 

Sampling 

Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

0 0 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

3 1 

Wet Weather
8 17 3 

 
c. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped2 final single sample bacteria 

receiving water limitations for shoreline monitoring stations along Santa Monica 
Bay beaches subject to the antidegradation provision as of the effective date of 
this Order: 

 

Annual Allowable Exceedance Days 

of the Single Sample Objective (days) 

Station ID Beach Monitoring Location 

Winter Dry Weather 

(November 1 – March 

31) 

Wet Weather 

(November 1 – 

October 31) 

Daily 

Sampling 

Weekly 

Sampling 

Daily 

Sampling 

Weekly 

Sampling 

SMB 1-4 Trancas Creek at Broad Beach 0 0 17 3 

SMB 1-5 Zuma Creek at Zuma Beach 0 0 17 3 

SMB 2-13 Imperial Highway storm drain 2 1 17 3 

SMB 3-8 
Windward Ave. storm drain at Venice 

Pavilion 
2 1 13 2 

SMB 4-1 
San Nicholas Canyon Creek at 

Nicholas Beach 
0 0 14 2 

SMB 5-1 Manhattan Beach at 40th Street 1 1 4 1 

SMB 5-2 
28th Street storm drain at Manhattan 

Beach 
0 0 17 3 

SMB 5-3 Manhattan Beach Pier, southern drain 1 1 5 1 

                                            
7
 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the sub-drainage 
area to each beach monitoring location. 

8
 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 
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Annual Allowable Exceedance Days 

of the Single Sample Objective (days) 

Station ID Beach Monitoring Location 

Winter Dry Weather 

(November 1 – March 

31) 

Wet Weather 

(November 1 – 

October 31) 

Daily 

Sampling 

Weekly 

Sampling 

Daily 

Sampling 

Weekly 

Sampling 

SMB 5-4 Hermosa City Beach at 26th St. 3 1 12 2 

SMB 5-5 Hermosa Beach Pier 2 1 8 2 

SMB 6-2 
Redondo Municipal Pier- 100 yards 

south 
3 1 14 2 

SMB 6-5 
Avenue I storm drain at Redondo 

Beach 
3 1 6 1 

SMB 6-6 Malaga Cove, Palos Verdes Estates 1 1 3 1 

SMB 7-1 Malaga Cove, Palos Verdes Estates 1 1 14 2 

SMB 7-2 Bluff Cove, Palos Verdes Estates 1 1 0 0 

SMB 7-3 Long Point, Rancho Palos Verdes 1 1 5 1 

SMB 7-4 Abalone Cove, Rancho Palos Verdes  0 0 1 1 

SMB 7-5 
Portuguese Bend Cove, Rancho 

Palos Verdes 
1 1 2 1 

SMB 7-6 
White’s Point, Royal Palms County 

Beach 
1 1 6 1 

SMB 7-8 
Point Fermin/Wilder Annex, San 

Pedro 
1 1 2 1 

SMB 7-9 Outer Cabrillo Beach 1 1 3 1 

 
d. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitations for all shoreline monitoring stations along Santa Monica Bay beaches 
during dry weather as of the effective date of this Order and during wet weather 
no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Total coliform 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35/100 mL 

 

B. Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-2. 
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2. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero 
trash discharged into water bodies within the Santa Monica Bay WMA and then into 
Santa Monica Bay or on the shoreline of Santa Monica Bay no later than March 20, 
20209, and every year thereafter. 

3. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
for trash discharged into Santa Monica Bay or on the shoreline of Santa Monica Bay, 
per the schedule below: 

Permittees Baseline
10

 

Mar 20, 2016 
(80%) 

Mar 20, 2017 
(60%) 

Mar 20, 2018 
(40%) 

Mar 20, 2019 
(20%) 

Mar 20, 
2020

11
 

(0%) 

Annual Trash Discharge (gals/yr) 

Agoura Hills
12

 1,044 835 626 418 209 0 

Calabasas
10

 1,656 1,325 994 663 331 0 

Culver City 52 42 31 21 10 0 

El Segundo 2,732 2,186 1,639 1,093 546 0 

Hermosa Beach 1,117 894 670 447 223 0 
Los Angeles, 
 City of 25,112 20,090 15,067 10,045 5,022 0 
Los Angeles, 
County of 5,138 4,110 3,083 2,055 1,028 0 

Malibu 5,809 4,648 3,486 2,324 1,162 0 

Manhattan Beach 2,501 2,001 1,501 1,001 500 0 
Palos Verdes 
Estates 3,346 2,677 2,007 1,338 669 0 
Rancho Palos 
Verdes 7,254 5,803 4,353 2,902 1,451 0 

Redondo Beach 3,197 2,558 1,918 1,279 639 0 

Rolling Hills 515 412 309 206 103 0 
Rolling Hills 
Estates 365 292 219 146 73 0 

Santa Monica 5,672 4,537 3,403 2,269 1,134 0 

Torrance 2,484 1,987 1,490 993 497 0 

Westlake Village
10

 3,131 2,505 1,879 1,252 626 0 

4. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in B.2 and B.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

C. Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established) 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-2. 

                                            
9
 If a Permittee by November 4, 2013, adopts local ordinances to ban plastic bags, smoking in public places and single use 
expanded polystyrene food packaging then the final compliance date will be extended until March 20, 2023. 

10
 If a Permittee elects not to use the default baseline, then the Permittee shall include a plan to establish a site specific trash 
baseline in their Trash Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 

11
 Permittees shall achieve their final effluent limitation of zero trash discharge for the 2019-2020 storm year and every year 
thereafter. 

12
 Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the water quality-based effluent limitation for trash established to implement 
the Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL, if the Permittee is in compliance with the water quality-based 
effluent limitations established to implement the Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL. 
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2. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs, expressed as an annual loading of 
pollutants from the sediment discharged to Santa Monica Bay, per the provisions in 
Part IV.E.3: 

Constituent 
Annual Mass-Based WLA 

(g/yr) 
DDT 27.08 
PCBs 140.25 

 

3. Compliance shall be determined based on a three-year averaging period. 

D. TMDLs in the Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

1. Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-2. 

b. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Malibu Lagoon during dry weather as of the 
effective date of this Order, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 
2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of 1,000/100 mL, if the ratio 
of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

 

ii. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Malibu Creek and its tributaries during dry 
weather as of the effective date of this Order, and during wet weather no 
later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

E. coli 235/100 mL 126/100 mL 

 
c. Receiving Water Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped13 final single sample 
bacteria receiving water limitations for Malibu Creek, its tributaries, and 

                                            
13

 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage area 
to the receiving water. 
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Malibu Lagoon during dry weather as of the effective date of this Order, and 
during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective (days) 

Daily Sampling 
Weekly 

Sampling 
Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

0 0 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

3 1 

Wet Weather
14

 17 3 

 
ii. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitations for discharges to Malibu Lagoon during dry weather as of the 
effective date of this Order, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 
2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Total coliform 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35/100 mL 

 
iii. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitation for discharges to Malibu Creek and its tributaries during dry 
weather as of the effective date of this Order, and during wet weather no 
later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

E. coli 126/100 mL 

 

2. Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-2. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of 
zero trash discharged to Malibu Creek from Malibu Lagoon to Malibou Lake, 
Malibu Lagoon, Malibou Lake, Medea Creek, Lindero Creek, Lake Lindero, and 
Las Virgenes Creek in the Malibu Creek Watershed no later than July 7, 2017 
and every year thereafter. 

c. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash discharged to the Malibu Creek, per the schedule below: 

                                            
14

 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 
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Permittees 

Baseline July 7, 2013 

(80%) 

July 7, 2014 

(60%) 

July 7, 2015 

(40%) 

July 7, 2016 

(20%) 

July 7, 2017 

(0%) 

Annual Trash Discharge (gals/yr) 

Agoura Hills 1810 1448 1086 724 362 0 

Calabasas 673 539 404 269 135 0 

Hidden Hills 71 57 43 28 14 0 

Los Angeles 
County 

1117 894 670 447 223 0 

Malibu 226 181 136 91 45 0 

Westlake 
Village 

143 114 86 57 29 0 

 
d. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 

limitations for trash in D.2.b and D.2.c above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

3. Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-2. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped15 WLAs per the provisions in 
Part IV.E.3 for discharges to Westlake Lake, Lake Lindero, Lindero Creek, Las 
Virgenes Creek, Medea Creek, Malibou Lake, Malibu Creek and Malibu Lagoon 
and its tributaries.  Tributaries to Malibu Creek and Lagoon, include the following 
upstream water bodies; Triunfo Creek, Palo Comado Creek, Cheesebro Creek, 
Strokes Creek and Cold Creek. 

Time Period 

WLA 

Nitrate as Nitrogen plus 
Nitrite as Nitrogen 

Total Phosphorus 

Daily Maximum Daily Maximum 

Summer (April 15 to November 15)
16

 8 lbs/day 0.8 lbs/day 

Winter (November 16 to April 14) 8 mg/L n/a 

 

E. TMDLs in the Ballona Creek Subwatershed 

1. Ballona Creek Trash TMDL 

                                            
15

 USEPA was unable to specifically distinguish the amounts of pollutant loads from allocation categories associated with 
areas regulated by the storm water permits.  Therefore, allocations for storm water permits are grouped. 

16
 The mass-based summer WLAs are calculated as the sum of the allocations for “runoff from developed areas” and “dry 
weather urban runoff.” 
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a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of 
zero trash discharged to Ballona Creek no later than September 30, 2015 and 
every year thereafter. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash discharged to Ballona Creek, per the schedule below: 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed Trash Effluent Limitations per Storm Year17 
(pounds of drip-dry trash) 

Permittees 

Baseline 

Sept 30, 
2012 
(20%) 

Sept 30, 
2013 
(10%) 

Sept 30, 
2014 

(3.3%) 

Sept 30, 
2015

18
 

(0%) 

Annual Trash Discharge (pounds of trash) 

Beverly Hills 70,712 14,142 7,071 2,333 0 

Culver City 37,271 7,454 3,727 1,230 0 

Inglewood 22,324 4,465 2,232 737 0 
Los Angeles, 
City of 942,720 188,544 94,272 31,110 0 
Los Angeles, 
County of 52,693 10,539 5,269 1,739 0 

Santa Monica 2,579 516 258 85 0 
West 
Hollywood 13,411 2,682 1,341 443 0 

 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed Trash Effluent Limitations per Storm Year 
(gallons of uncompressed trash) 

Permittees 

Baseline 

Sept 30, 
2012 
(20%) 

Sept 30, 
2013 
(10%) 

Sept 30, 
2014 

(3.3%) 

Sept 30, 
2015

16 

(0%) 

Annual Trash Discharge (gallons of uncompressed trash) 

Beverly Hills 45,336 9,067 4,534 1,496 0 

Culver City 25,081 5,016 2,508 828 0 

Inglewood 14,717 2,943 1,472 486 0 
Los Angeles, 
City of 602,068 120,414 60,207 19,868 0 
Los Angeles, 
County of 32,679 6,536 3,268 1,078 0 

Santa Monica 1,749 350 175 58 0 
West 
Hollywood 9,360 1,872 936 309 0 

 

                                            
17

 For purposes of the provisions in this subpart, a storm year is defined as October 1 to September 30. 
18

 Permittees shall achieve their final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero trash discharged for the 2014-2015 storm 
year and every year thereafter. 
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d. Seventy-two (72) hours after each rain event, Permittees shall clean out and 
measure trash retained. 

e. Every 3 months during dry weather, Permittees shall clean out and measure 
trash retained. 

f. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in E.1.b and E.1.c above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

2. Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations no later than January 11, 2021, expressed as an annual loading of 
sediment-bound pollutants deposited to Ballona Creek Estuary: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations 

Annual Units 

Cadmium 8.0 kg/yr 

Copper 227.3 kg/yr 

Lead 312.3 kg/yr 

Silver 6.69 kg/yr 

Zinc 1003 kg/yr 

Chlordane 3.34 g/yr 

DDTs 10.56 g/yr 

Total PCBs 152 g/yr 

Total PAHs 26,900 g/yr 

 
c. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent 

limitations for sediment-bound pollutant loads deposited to Ballona Creek 
Estuary, per the schedule below: 

Deadline 

Total Drainage Area Served by the 
MS4 required to meet the water 

quality-based effluent limitations 

(%) 

January 11, 2013 25 

January 11, 2015 50 

January 11, 2017 75 

January 11, 2021 100 

 
d. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the water quality-based effluent 

limitations in Part E.2.b  by demonstrating any one of the following: 
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i. Final water quality-based effluent limitations for sediment-bound pollutants 
deposited to Ballona Creek Estuary are met; or 

ii. The sediment numeric targets as defined in the TMDL are met in bed 
sediments; or 

iii. Concentrations of sediments discharged meet the numeric targets for 
sediment as defined in the TMDL. 

3. Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and Sepulveda Channel Bacteria TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Ballona Creek Estuary; Ballona Creek Reach 2 at 
the confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary; and Centinela Creek at the 
confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary during dry weather no later than April 
27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of 1,000/100 mL,  
if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

 

ii. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Sepulveda Channel during dry weather no later 
than April 27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

E. coli 235/100 mL 126/100 mL 

 

iii. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Ballona Creek Reach 2; Ballona Creek Reach 1 
at the confluence with Ballona Creek Reach 2; and Benedict Canyon Channel 
at the confluence with Ballona Creek Reach 2 during dry weather no later 
than April 27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

E. coli 576/100 mL 126/100 mL 

 
iv. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 

limitations for discharges to Ballona Creek Reach 1 during dry weather no 
later than April 27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 
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Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Fecal coliform 4000/100 mL 2000/100 mL 

 
c. Receiving Water Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped19 single sample bacteria 
receiving water limitations for Ballona Creek Estuary; Ballona Creek Reach 2 
at the confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary; Centinela Creek at the 
confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary; Ballona Creek Reach 2; Ballona 
Creek Reach 1 at the confluence with Reach 2; Benedict Canyon Channel at 
the confluence with Ballona Creek Reach 2; and Sepulveda Channel: 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective Deadline 

Daily Sampling 
Weekly 

Sampling 
Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

0 0 April 27, 2013 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

3 1 April 27, 2013 

Wet Weather
20

 17* 3 July 15, 2021 

* In Ballona Creek Reach 2 and at the confluence with Reach 2, the greater of the allowable 
exceedance days under the reference system approach or high flow suspension shall apply. 

 
ii. Permittees shall not exceed the single sample bacteria objective of 4000/100 

ml in more than 10% of the samples collected from Ballona Creek Reach 1 
during any 30-day period.  Permittees shall achieve compliance with this 
receiving water limitation during dry weather no later than April 27, 2013, and 
during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021. 

iii. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 
limitations for discharges to Ballona Creek Estuary; Ballona Creek Reach 2 at 
the confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary; and Centinela Creek at the 
confluence with Ballona Creek Estuary during dry weather no later than April 
27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Total coliform 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35/100 mL 

 
iv. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitation for discharges to Ballona Creek Reach 2; Ballona Creek Reach 1 at 
the confluence with Ballona Creek Reach 2; Benedict Canyon Channel at the 

                                            
19

 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage 
area. 

20
 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 
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confluence with Ballona Creek Reach 2; and Sepulveda Channel during dry 
weather no later than April 27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than 
July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

E. coli 126/100 mL 

 
v. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitation for discharges to Ballona Creek Reach 1 during dry weather no later 
than April 27, 2013, and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Fecal coliform 2000/100 mL 

 

4. Ballona Creek Metals TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Final Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following dry weather21 water quality-based 
effluent limitations no later than January 11, 2016, expressed as total 
recoverable metals discharged to Ballona Creek and Sepulveda Channel: 

Constituent 

Effluent Limitation 
Daily Maximum 

(g/day) 

Ballona Creek 
Sepulveda 
Channel 

Copper 807.7 365.6 

Lead 432.6 196.1 

Selenium 169 76 

Zinc 10,273.1 4,646.4 

 
ii. In lieu of calculating loads, Permittees may demonstrate compliance with the 

following concentration-based water quality-based effluent limitations during 
dry weather22 no later than January 11, 2016, expressed as total recoverable 
metals discharged to Ballona Creek and Sepulveda Channel: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation 

Daily Maximum (µg/L) 

Copper 24 

                                            
21

 Dry weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in Ballona Creek is less than 40 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
measured at Sawtelle Avenue. 

22
 Ibid. 
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Lead 13 

Selenium 5 

Zinc 304 

 
iii. Permittees shall comply with the following wet weather23 water quality-based 

effluent limitations no later than January 11, 2021, expressed as total 
recoverable metals discharged to Ballona Creek and its tributaries: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitation 

Daily Maximum (g/day) 

Copper 1.70 x 10
-5

 x daily storm volume (L) 

Lead 5.58 x 10
-5

 x daily storm volume (L) 

Selenium 4.73 x 10
-6

 x daily storm volume (L) 

Zinc 1.13 x 10
-4

 x daily storm volume (L) 

 
c. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent 

limitations for metals discharged to Ballona Creek and its tributaries, per the 
schedule below: 

Deadline 

Total Drainage Area Served by the 

MS4 required to meet the water 

quality-based effluent limitations (%) 

Dry weather Wet weather 

January 11, 2012 50 25 

January 11, 2014 75 -- 

January 11, 2016 100 50 

January 11, 2021 100 100 

 

5. Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation 
(USEPA established) 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped24 WLA per the provisions in 
Part VI.E.3 for discharges of sediment into Ballona Creek Wetlands: 

Constituent Annual WLA
25

 (m³/yr) 

Total Sediment (suspended 
sediment plus sediment bed 

44,615 

                                            
23

 Wet weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in Ballona Creek is equal to or greater than 40 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) measured at Sawtelle Avenue. 

24
 The WLA is group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage area. 

25
 The WLA is applied as a 3-year average. 
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load) 

F. TMDLs in Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

1. Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Marina del Rey Harbor Beach and Back Basins D, E, 
and F during dry weather as of the effective date of this Order, and during wet 
weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of 1,000/100 mL,  
if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

c. Receiving Water Limitations 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped26 final single sample 
bacteria receiving water limitations for all monitoring stations at Marina Beach 
and Basins D, E, and F, except for those monitoring stations subject to the 
antidegradation provisions, during dry weather as of the effective date of this 
Order and during wet weather no later than July 15, 2021. 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective (days) 

Daily 
Sampling 

Weekly 
Sampling 

Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

0 0 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

3 1 

Wet Weather
27

 17 3 

 
ii. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped28 final single sample 

bacteria receiving water limitations for monitoring stations in Marina del Rey 
subject to the antidegradation provision as of the effective date of this Order: 

 

Annual Allowable Exceedance Days 
of the Single Sample Objective (days) 

                                            
26

 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage 
area. 

27
 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 

28
 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage 
area. 
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Station 
ID 

Monitoring 
Location 

Winter Dry Weather 
(November 1 – March 31) 

Wet Weather 
(November 1 – October 31) 

Daily 
Sampling 

Weekly 
Samplin

g 
Daily 

Sampling 
Weekly 

Sampling 

MdRH-9 
Basin F, center of 
basin  

3 1 8 1 

 
iii. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitations for monitoring stations at Marina Beach and Basins D, E, and F 
during dry weather as of the effective date of this Order, and during wet 
weather no later than July 15, 2021: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Total coliform 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35/100 mL 

 

2. Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-3. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations no later than March 22, 201629, expressed as an annual loading of 
pollutants associated with total suspended solids (TSS) discharged to Marina del 
Rey Harbor Back Basins D, E, and F: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations 

Annual Units 

Copper 2.01 kg/yr 

Lead 2.75 kg/yr 

Zinc 8.85 kg/yr 

Chlordane 0.0295 g/yr 

Total PCBs 1.34 g/yr 

 
c. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent 

limitations for pollutant loads associated with TSS discharged to Marina del Rey 
Harbor Back Basins D, E, and F, per the schedule below: 

                                            
29

 If an Integrated Water Resources Approach is approved by the Regional Water Board and implemented then the Permittees 
shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitations no later than March 22, 2021. 
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Deadline 

Total Drainage Area Served by the 

MS4 required to meet the effluent 

limitations (%) 

March 22, 2014 50 

March 22, 2016 100 

 
d. If an approved Integrated Water Resources Approach is implemented, 

Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for pollutant loads associated with TSS discharged to Marina del Rey 
Harbor Back Basins D, E, and F, per the schedule below: 

Deadline 

Total Drainage Area Served 

by the MS4 required to meet 

the effluent limitations (%) 

March 22, 2013 25 

March 22, 2015 50 

March 22, 2017 75 

March 22, 2021 100 

 
e. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the water quality-based effluent 

limitations in Part F.2.b  by demonstrating any one of the following: 

i. Final water quality-based effluent limitations for pollutants associated with 
TSS discharged to Marina del Rey Harbor Back Basins D, E, and F are met; 
or 

ii. The sediment numeric targets as defined in the TMDL are met in bed 
sediments; or 

iii. Pollutant concentrations associated with TSS discharged meet the numeric 
targets for sediment as defined in the TMDL. 
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ATTACHMENT N. TMDLs IN DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL AND GREATER HARBOR WATERS 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

A. Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL (Inner Cabrillo Beach and Main Ship Channel) 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-4. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to the Los Angeles Harbor Main Ship Channel, Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Inner Harbor, and Inner Cabrillo Beach as of the effective 
date of this Order: 

Constituent 
Effluent Limitations (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of 1,000/100 mL,  
if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

3. Receiving Water Limitations 

a. Permittees shall comply with the following final single sample bacteria receiving 
water limitations for the Los Angeles Harbor Main Ship Channel and Inner 
Cabrillo Beach: 

Time Period Receiving Water 
Compliance 
Monitoring 
Location 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective (days) 

Daily sampling 
Weekly 

sampling 

Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

Inner Cabrillo 
Beach 

CB1 & CB2 0 0 

Main Ship 
Channel 

HW07 0 0 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

Inner Cabrillo 
Beach 

CB1 & CB2 0 0 

Main Ship 
Channel 

HW07 3 1 

Wet Weather
30

 

Inner Cabrillo 
Beach 

CB1 & CB2 0 0 

Main Ship 
Channel 

HW07 15 3 

 
b. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 

limitations for the Los Angeles Harbor Main Ship Channel, Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Inner Harbor, and Inner Cabrillo Beach at all times: 

                                            
30

 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 
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Constituent Geometric Mean 

Total coliform 1,000 MPN/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200 MPN/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35 MPN/100 mL 

B. Machado Lake Trash TMDL  

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-4. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero 
trash discharged to Machado Lake no later than March 6, 2016, and every year 
thereafter. 

3. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
for trash discharged to Machado Lake, per the schedule below: 

Machado Lake Trash Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations  
(gallons of uncompressed trash per year) 

Permittees Baseline
31

  
3/6/2012 

(80%) 
3/6/2013 

(60%) 
3/6/2014 

(40%) 
3/6/2015 

(20%) 
3/6/2016

32
 

(0%) 

Annual Trash Discharge (gallons/yr) 
Carson 8141 6513 4885 3257 1628 0 
Lomita 9393 7514 5636 3757 1879 0 
City of Los 
Angeles 12331 9865 7399 4932 2466 0 
Los Angeles 
County 8304 6643 4982 3322 1661 0 
Los Angeles 
County Flood 
Control District 16 13 10 7 3 0 
Palos Verdes 
Estates 1976 1581 1186 791 395 0 
Rancho Palos 
Verdes 5227 4181 3136 2091 1045 0 
Redondo 
Beach 18 15 11 7 4 0 
Rolling Hills 7004 5603 4202 2801 1401 0 
Rolling Hills 
Estates 14722 11777 8833 5889 2944 0 
Torrance 34809 27847 20885 13924 6962 0 

 

4. If a Permittee opts to derive a site specific trash generation rate through its 
Trash Monitoring and Reporting Plan (TMRP), the baseline limitation will be 
calculated by multiplying the point source area(s) by the derived trash 
generation rate(s). 

                                            
31

 The Regional Water Board calculated the baseline water quality-based effluent limitations for the Permittees based on the 
estimated trash generation rate of 5334 gallons of uncompressed trash per square mile per year. 

32
 Permittees shall achieve their final effluent limitation of zero trash discharge for the 2015-2016 storm year and every year 
thereafter. 
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5. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in B.2 and B.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

C. Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-4. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following interim and final water quality-based 
effluent limitations for discharges to Machado Lake: 

Deadline 

Interim and Final Effluent Limitations 

Monthly Average 
Total Phosphorus 

(mg/L) 

Monthly Average 
Total Nitrogen 

(TKN+NO3-N+NO2-N) 
(mg/L) 

As of the effective date 
of this Order 

1.25 3.5 

March 11, 2014 1.25 2.45 
September 11, 2018 0.10 1.0 

3. Compliance Determination 

a. Permittees may be deemed in compliance with the water quality-based effluent 
limitations by actively participating in a Lake Water Quality Management Plan 
(LWQMP) and attaining the receiving water limitations for Machado Lake.  The 
City of Los Angeles has entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with the 
Regional Water Board to implement the LWQMP and reduce external nutrient 
loading to attain the following receiving water limitations: 

 

Deadline 

Interim and Final Receiving 
Water Limitations 

Monthly Average 
Total Phosphorus 

(mg/L) 

Monthly Average 
Total Nitrogen 

(TKN+NO3-N+NO2-N) 
(mg/L) 

As of the effective date 
of this Order 

1.25 3.5 

March 11, 2014 1.25 2.45 
September 11, 2018 0.10 1.0 

 
b. Permittees may be deemed in compliance with water quality-based effluent 

limitations by demonstrating reduction of total nitrogen and total phosphorous on 
an annual mass basis measured at the storm drain outfall of the Permittee’s 
drainage area where approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
based on the results of a special study by the Permittee.33 

 
i. The County of Los Angeles submitted a special study work plan, which was 

approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, and established the 
following annual mass-based water quality based effluent limitations: 

 
Deadline Interim and Final Effluent Limitations 

                                            
33

 The annual mass-based allocation shall be equivalent to a monthly average concentration of 0.1 mg/L total phosphorus and 
1.0 mg/L total nitrogen based on approved flow conditions. 
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Annual Load  
Total Phosphorus 

(kg) 

Annual Load  
Total Nitrogen 

(TKN+NO3-N+NO2-N) 
(kg) 

March 11, 2014 887 1739 
September 11, 2018 71 710 

ii. The City of Torrance submitted a special study work plan, which was 
approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, and established the 
following annual mass-based water quality based effluent limitations: 

 

Deadline 

Interim and Final Effluent Limitations 

Annual Load  
Total Phosphorus 

(kg) 

Annual Load  
Total Nitrogen 

(TKN+NO3-N+NO2-N) 
(kg) 

March 11, 2014 3,760 7,370 
September 11, 2018 301 3008 

 

D. Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-4. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following water quality-based effluent limitations for 
discharges of suspended sediments to Machado Lake, applied as a 3-year average 
no later than September 30, 2019: 

Pollutant 
Effluent Limitations for Suspended 
Sediment-Associated Contaminants 

(µg/kg dry weight) 

Total PCBs 59.8 

DDT (all congeners) 4.16 

DDE (all congeners) 3.16 

DDD (all congeners) 4.88 

Total DDT 5.28 

Chlordane 3.24 

Dieldrin 1.9 

E. Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters 
Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-4. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following interim water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to Dominguez Channel and Torrance Lateral listed below 
as of the effective date of this Order: 

a. Dominguez Channel Freshwater – Wet Weather 

i. The freshwater toxicity interim water quality-based effluent limitation is 2 TUc.  
The freshwater interim effluent limitation shall be implemented as a trigger 
requiring initiation and implementation of the TRE/TIE process as outlined in 
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US EPA’s “Understanding and Accounting for Method Variability in Whole 
Effluent Toxicity Applications Under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Program” (2000). 

ii. Permittees shall comply with the following interim metals water quality-based 
effluent limitations for discharges to the Dominguez Channel and Torrance 
Lateral: 

Metals Interim Effluent Limitation 

Daily Maximum (µg/L) 

Total Copper 207.51 

Total Lead 122.88 

Total Zinc 898.87 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following interim concentration-based water 
quality-based effluent limitations for pollutant concentrations in the sediment 
discharged to the Dominguez Channel Estuary and Greater Los Angeles and 
Long Beach Harbor Waters: 

Water Body 

Interim Effluent Limitations 
Daily Maximum 

 
(mg/kg sediment) 

Copper Lead Zinc DDT PAHs PCBs 
Dominguez Channel Estuary 
(below Vermont Avenue) 220.0 510.0 789.0 1.727 31.60 1.490 
Long Beach Inner Harbor 142.3 50.4 240.6 0.070 4.58 0.060 
Los Angeles Inner Harbor 154.1 145.5 362.0 0.341 90.30 2.107 
Long Beach Outer Harbor 
(inside breakwater) 67.3 46.7 150 0.075 4.022 0.248 
Los Angeles Outer Harbor 
(inside breakwater) 104.1 46.7 150 0.097 4.022 0.310 
Los Angeles River Estuary 53.0 46.7 183.5 0.254 4.36 0.683 
San Pedro Bay Near/Off 
Shore Zones 76.9 66.6 263.1 0.057 4.022 0.193 
Los Angeles Harbor - 
Cabrillo Marina 367.6 72.6 281.8 0.186 36.12 0.199 
Los Angeles Harbor - 
Consolidated Slip 1470.0 1100.0 1705.0 1.724 386.00 1.920 
Los Angeles Harbor - Inner 
Cabrillo Beach Area 129.7 46.7 163.1 0.145 4.022 0.033 
Fish Harbor 558.6 116.5 430.5 40.5 2102.7 36.6 

3. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitations as 
listed below no later than March 23, 2032, and every year thereafter: 

a. Dominguez Channel Freshwater – Wet Weather 

i. Freshwater Toxicity Effluent Limitation shall not exceed the monthly median 
of 1 TUc. 

ii. Permittees shall comply with the following final metals water quality-based 
effluent limitations for discharges to Dominguez Channel and all upstream 
reaches and tributaries of Dominguez Channel above Vermont Avenue: 
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Metals 
Water Column Mass-Based 

Final Effluent Limitation 
Daily Maximum

34
 (g/day) 

Total Copper 1,300.3 

Total Lead 5,733.7 
Total Zinc 9,355.5 

 

b. Torrance Lateral Freshwater and Sediment – Wet Weather 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following final metals water quality-based 
effluent limitations for discharges to the Torrance Lateral: 

Metals 

Water Column 
Effluent Limitation 
Daily Maximum

35
 

(unfiltered, µg/L) 

Total Copper 9.7 

Total Lead 42.7 
Total Zinc 69.7 

 

ii. Permittees shall comply with the following final concentration-based water 
quality-based effluent limitations for pollutant concentrations in the sediment 
discharged to the Torrance Lateral: 

Metals 

Concentration-Based 
Effluent Limitation 

Daily Maximum 
(mg/kg dry) 

Total Copper 31.6 

Total Lead 35.8 
Total Zinc 121 

c. Dominguez Channel Estuary and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor 
Waters 

i. Permittees shall comply with the following final mass-based water quality-
based effluent limitations, expressed as an annual loading of pollutants in the 
sediment deposited to Dominguez Channel Estuary, Los Angeles River 
Estuary, and the Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters: 

 
Final Effluent Limitations 

Annual (kg/yr) 

Water Body Total Cu Total Pb Total Zn 
Total 
PAHs  

                                            
34

 Effluent limitations are based on a hardness of 50 mg/L, and 90th percentile of annual flow rates (62.7 cfs) in Dominguez 
Channel.  Recalculated mass-based effluent limitations using ambient hardness and flow rate at the time of sampling are 
consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the TMDL.  In addition to the effluent limitations above, samples 
collected during flow conditions less than the 90

th
 percentile of annual flow rates must demonstrate that the acute and chronic 

hardness dependent water quality criteria provided in the California Toxics Rule (CTR) are achieved. 
35

 Effluent limitations are based on a hardness of 50 mg/L.  Recalculated concentration-based effluent limitations using 
ambient hardness at the time of sampling are consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the TMDL.  In addition to 
the effluent limitations above, samples collected during flow conditions less than the 90

th
 percentile of annual flow rates must 

demonstrate that the acute and chronic hardness dependent water quality criteria provided in the CTR are achieved. 
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Final Effluent Limitations 

Annual (kg/yr) 

Water Body Total Cu Total Pb Total Zn 
Total 
PAHs  

Dominguez Channel Estuary 22.4 54.2 271.8 0.134 

Consolidated Slip 2.73 3.63 28.7 0.0058 

Inner Harbor 1.7 34.0 115.9 0.088 

Outer Harbor 0.91 26.1 81.5 0.105 

Fish Harbor (POLA) 0.00017 0.54 1.62 0.007 

Cabrillo Marina (POLA) 0.0196 0.289 0.74 0.00016 

San Pedro Bay 20.3 54.7 213.1 1.76 

LA River Estuary 35.3 65.7 242.0 2.31 

 
ii. Permittees shall comply with the following final concentration-based water 

quality-based effluent limitations for pollutant concentrations in the sediments 
discharged to the Dominguez Channel Estuary, Consolidated Slip, and Fish 
Harbor: 

Water Body 

Effluent Limitations 
Daily Maximum 

(mg/kg dry sediment) 
Cadmium Chromium Mercury 

Dominguez Channel Estuary 1.2 -- -- 
Consolidated Slip 1.2 81 0.15 
Fish Harbor -- -- 0.15 

d. Permittees shall comply with the following final mass-based water quality-based 
effluent limitations, expressed as an annual loading of total DDT and total PCBs 
in the sediment deposited to Dominguez Channel Estuary, Los Angeles River 
Estuary, and the Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters: 

 
Final Effluent Limitations 

Annual (g/yr) 

 
Water Body 

DDT total PCBs total 

Dominguez Channel Estuary 0.250 0.207 

Consolidated Slip 0.009 0.004 

Inner Harbor 0.051 0.059 

Outer Harbor 0.005 0.020 

Fish Harbor 0.0003 0.0019 

Cabrillo Marina 0.000028 0.000025 

Inner Cabrillo Beach 0.0001 0.0003 

San Pedro Bay 0.049 0.44 

LA River Estuary 0.100 0.324 

 

4. Compliance Determination 

a. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the interim concentration-based 
water quality-based effluent limitations for pollutant concentrations in the 
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sediment as listed above in part E.2.b by meeting any one of the following 
methods: 

i. Demonstrate that the. sediment quality condition of Unimpacted or Likely 
Unimpacted via the interpretation and integration of multiple lines of evidence 
as defined in the Sediment Quality Objectives (SQO) Part 1, is met; or 

ii. Meet the interim water quality-based effluent limitations in bed sediment over 
a three-year averaging period; or 

iii. Meet the interim water quality-based effluent limitations in the discharge over 
a three-year averaging period. 

b. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the final fresh water metals water 
quality-based effluent limitations for discharges to Dominguez Channel and 
Torrance Lateral as listed above in parts E.3.a.ii and E.3.b.i by meeting any one 
of the following methods: 

i. Final metals water quality-based effluent limitations are met; or 

ii. CTR total metals criteria are met instream; or 

iii. CTR total metals criteria are met in the discharge. 

c. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the final water quality-based 
effluent limitations for pollutants in the sediment as listed above in parts E.3.c.i 
and E.3.c.ii by meeting any one of the following methods: 

i. Final water quality-based effluent limitations for pollutants in the sediment are 
met; or 

ii. The qualitative sediment condition of Unimpacted or Likely Unimpacted via 
the interpretation and integration of multiple lines of evidence as defined in 
the SQO Part 1, is met, with the exception of chromium, which is not included 
in the SQO Part 1; or 

iii. Sediment numeric targets are met in bed sediments over a three-year 
averaging period. 

d. Permittees shall be deemed in compliance with the final water quality-based 
effluent limitations for total DDT and total PCBs in the sediment as listed above in 
part E.3.d by meeting any one of the following methods: 

i. Fish tissue targets are met in species resident to the specified water bodies36; 
or 

ii. Final water quality-based effluent limitations for pollutants in the sediment are 
met; or 

iii. Sediment numeric targets to protect fish tissue are met in bed sediments over 
a three-year averaging period; or 

                                            
36

 A site-specific study to determine resident species shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer for 
approval. 
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iv. Demonstrate that the sediment quality condition protective of fish tissue is 
achieved per the State Water Board’s Statewide Enclosed Bays and 
Estuaries Plan. 
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ATTACHMENT O. TMDLs IN LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

A. Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-5. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero 
trash discharged to the Los Angeles River no later than September 30, 2016 and 
every year thereafter. 

3. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
for trash discharged to the Los Angeles River, per the schedule below: 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash Effluent Limitations
37

 per Storm Year
38

  
(gallons of uncompressed trash) 

Permittees 2012 
(30%) 

2013 
(20%) 

2014 
(10%) 

2015 
(3.3%) 

2016
39

 
(0%) 

Alhambra 11971 7981 3990 1317 0 
Arcadia 15032 10022 5011 1654 0 

Bell 4808 3205 1603 529 0 
Bell Gardens 4050 2700 1350 446 0 

Bradbury 1283 855 428 141 0 
Burbank 27777 18518 9259 3055 0 

Calabasas 6752 4501 2251 743 0 
Carson 2050 1366 683 225 0 

Commerce 17620 11747 5873 1938 0 
Compton 15957 10638 5319 1755 0 
Cudahy 1781 1187 594 196 0 
Downey 11719 7813 3906 1289 0 
Duarte 3663 2442 1221 403 0 

El Monte 12662 8442 4221 1393 0 
Glendale 42094 28063 14031 4630 0 

Hidden Hills 1099 733 366 121 0 
Huntington Park 5748 3832 1916 632 0 

Irwindale 3706 2470 1235 408 0 
La Cañada Flintridge 10049 6699 3350 1105 0 

Los Angeles 412454 274969 137485 45370 0 
Los Angeles County 93067 62045 31022 10237 0 

Lynwood 8460 5640 2820 931 0 
Maywood 1839 1226 613 202 0 
Monrovia 14006 9337 4669 1541 0 

Montebello 15111 10074 5037 1662 0 
Monterey Park 11670 7780 3890 1284 0 

Paramount 8236 5490 2745 906 0 
Pasadena 33599 22400 11200 3696 0 

Pico Rivera 4186 2791 1395 460 0 
Rosemead 8192 5461 2731 901 0 

San Fernando 4184 2789 1395 460 0 
San Gabriel 6103 4069 2034 671 0 

                                            
37

 Effluent limitations are expressed as allowable trash discharge relative to baseline Waste Load Allocations specified in 
Table 7-2.2 of the Basin Plan.  

38
 Storm year is defined as October 1 to September 30 herein. 

39
 Permittees shall achieve their final effluent limitation of zero trash discharge for the 2015-2016 storm year and every year 
thereafter. 
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Permittees 2012 
(30%) 

2013 
(20%) 

2014 
(10%) 

2015 
(3.3%) 

2016
39

 
(0%) 

San Marino 4317 2878 1439 475 0 
Santa Clarita 270 180 90 30 0 
Sierra Madre 3483 2322 1161 383 0 

Signal Hill 2830 1887 943 311 0 
Simi Valley 41 27 14 5 0 

South El Monte 4800 3200 1600 528 0 
South Gate 13171 8781 4390 1449 0 

South Pasadena 4472 2981 1491 492 0 
Temple City 5272 3514 1757 580 0 

Vernon 14161 9441 4720 1558 0 
 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash Effluent Limitations
40

 per Storm Year
41

 
(pounds of drip-dry trash) 

Permittees 2012 
(30%) 

2013 
(20%) 

2014 
(10%) 

2015 
(3.3%) 

2016
42

 
(0%) 

Alhambra 20628 13752 6876 2269 0 
Arcadia 27911 18607 9304 3070 0 

Bell 7601 5067 2534 836 0 
Bell Gardens 7011 4674 2337 771 0 

Bradbury 3648 2432 1216 401 0 
Burbank 51117 34078 17039 5623 0 

Calabasas 15669 10446 5223 1724 0 
Carson 3062 2042 1021 337 0 

Commerce 25644 17096 8548 2821 0 
Compton 25907 17271 8636 2850 0 
Cudahy 3018 2012 1006 332 0 
Downey 20552 13701 6851 2261 0 
Duarte 7106 4737 2369 782 0 

El Monte 20480 13653 6827 2253 0 
Glendale 88049 58700 29350 9685 0 

Hidden Hills 3246 2164 1082 357 0 
Huntington Park 9279 6186 3093 1021 0 

Irwindale 5373 3582 1791 591 0 
La Cañada Flintridge 22124 14749 7375 2434 0 

Los Angeles 771750 514500 257250 84893 0 
Los Angeles County 195542 130361 65181 21510 0 

Lynwood 13940 9293 4647 1533 0 
Maywood 3165 2110 1055 348 0 
Monrovia 30296 20198 10099 3333 0 

Montebello 25112 16741 8371 2762 0 
Monterey Park 21137 14091 7046 2325 0 

Paramount 13347 8898 4449 1468 0 
Pasadena 62254 41503 20751 6848 0 

Pico Rivera 6765 4510 2255 744 0 
Rosemead 14213 9476 4738 1563 0 

San Fernando 6923 4615 2308 762 0 

                                            
40

 Effluent limitations are expressed as allowable trash discharge relative to baseline Waste Load Allocations specified in 
Table 7-2.2 of the Basin Plan.  

41
 Storm year is defined as October 1 to September 30 herein. 

42
 Permittees shall achieve their final effluent limitation of zero trash discharge for the 2015-2016 storm year and every year 
thereafter. 
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Permittees 2012 
(30%) 

2013 
(20%) 

2014 
(10%) 

2015 
(3.3%) 

2016
42

 
(0%) 

San Gabriel 10931 7287 3644 1202 0 
San Marino 8744 5829 2915 962 0 

Santa Clarita 698 465 233 77 0 
Sierra Madre 7558 5038 2519 831 0 

Signal Hill 4266 2844 1422 469 0 
Simi Valley 103 69 34 11 0 

South El Monte 7296 4864 2432 803 0 
South Gate 21700 14467 7233 2387 0 

South Pasadena 8507 5671 2836 936 0 
Temple City 9546 6364 3182 1050 0 

Vernon 20044 13363 6681 2205 0 
 

4. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in A.2 and A.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

B. Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL  

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-5. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following water quality-based effluent limitations as 
of the effective date of this Order: 

Water Body 
NH3-N (mg/L) 

NO3-N 
(mg/L) 

NO2-N 
(mg/L) 

NO3-N+NO2-N 
(mg/L) 

One-hour 
Average 

Thirty-day 
Average 

Thirty-day 
Average 

Thirty-day 
Average 

Thirty-day 
Average 

Los Angeles River above Los 
Angeles-Glendale WRP (LAG) 

4.7 1.6 8.0 1.0 8.0 

Los Angeles River below LAG 8.7 2.4 8.0 1.0 8.0 
Los Angeles Tributaries 10.1 2.3 8.0 1.0 8.0 

C. Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL  

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-5. 

2. Final Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 

a. The watershed is divided into five jurisdictional groups based on the 
subwatersheds of the tributaries that drain to each reach of the river.  Each 
jurisdictional group shall achieve compliance in prescribed percentages of its 
subwatershed(s).  Jurisdictional groups can be reorganized or subdivided upon 
approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped43 dry weather44 water quality-
based effluent limitations no later than January 11, 2024, expressed as total 
recoverable metals.45

  

                                            
43

 The dry weather water quality-based effluent limitations are grouped-based and shared by the MS4 Permittees that are 
located within the drainage area. 

44
 Dry weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in the Los Angeles River is less than 500 cfs measured at 
the Wardlow gage station. 

45
 Dry weather effluent limitations are equal to storm drain flows (critical flows minus median POTW flows minus median open 
space flows) multiplied by reach specific numeric targets, minus the contribution from direct air deposition. 
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Waterbody 

Effluent Limitations 
Daily Maximum 

(kg/day) 

Copper Lead Zinc 

LA River Reach 6 WER¹ x 0.53 WER¹ x 0.33 --- 

LA River Reach 5 WER¹ x 0.05 WER¹ x 0.03 --- 

LA River Reach 4 WER¹ x 0.32 WER¹ x 0.12 --- 

LA River Reach 3 WER¹ x 0.06 WER¹ x 0.03 --- 

LA River Reach 2 WER¹ x 0.13 WER¹ x 0.07 --- 

LA River Reach 1 WER¹ x 0.14 WER¹ x 0.07 --- 

Bell Creek WER¹ x 0.06 WER¹ x 0.04 --- 

Tujunga Wash WER¹ x 0.001 WER¹ x 0.0002 --- 

Burbank Channel WER¹ x 0.15 WER¹ x 0.07 --- 

Verdugo Wash WER¹ x 0.18 WER¹ x 0.10 --- 

Arroyo Seco WER¹ x 0.01 WER¹ x 0.01 --- 

Rio Hondo Reach 1 WER¹ x 0.01 WER¹ x 0.006 
WER¹ x 

0.16 

Compton Creek WER¹ x 0.04 WER¹ x 0.02 --- 

¹WER(s) have a default value of 1.0 unless site-specific WER(s) are approved via 

the Basin Plan Amendment process. 

c. In lieu of calculating loads, Permittees may demonstrate compliance with the 
following concentration-based water quality-based effluent limitations during dry 
weather no later than January 11, 2024, expressed as total recoverable metals: 

Waterbody 

Effluent Limitations 
Daily Maximum 

(µg total recoverable metals/L) 

Copper Lead Zinc 

LA River Reach 5, 6 
and Bell Creek 

WER¹ x 30 WER¹ x 19 --- 

LA River Reach 4 WER¹ x 26 WER¹ x 10 --- 
LA River Reach 3 

above LA-Glendale 
WRP and Verdugo 

Wash 

WER¹ x 23 WER¹ x 12 --- 

LA River Reach 3 
below LA-Glendale 

WRP 

WER¹ x 26 WER¹ x 12 --- 

Burbank Western 
Channel (above WRP) 

WER¹ x 26 WER¹ x 14 --- 

Burbank Western 
Channel (below WRP) 

WER¹ x 19 WER¹ x 9.1 --- 

LA River Reach 2 and 
Arroyo Seco 

WER¹ x 22 WER¹ x 11 --- 

LA River Reach 1 WER¹ x 23 WER¹ x 12 --- 
Compton Creek WER¹ x 19 WER¹ x 8.9 --- 

Rio Hondo Reach 1 WER¹ x 13 WER¹ x 5.0 WER¹ x 131 
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¹WER(s) have a default value of 1.0 unless site-specific WER(s) are 
approved via the Basin Plan Amendment process. 

d. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped46 wet weather47 water quality-
based effluent limitations no later than January 11, 2028, expressed as total 
recoverable metals discharged to all reaches of the Los Angeles River and its 
tributaries. 

Constituent Effluent Limitation 

Daily Maximum 

(kg/day) 

Cadmium WER¹ x 2.8 x 10
-9

 x daily volume (L) – 1.8 

Copper WER¹ x 1.5 x 10
-8

 x daily volume (L) – 9.5 

Lead WER¹ x 5.6 x 10
-8

 x daily volume (L) – 3.85 

Zinc WER¹ x 1.4 x 10
-7

 x daily volume (L) – 83 

¹ WER(s) have a default value of 1.0 unless site-specific WER(s) are 
approved via the Basin Plan Amendment process. 

3. Permittees shall comply with interim and final water quality-based effluent limitations 
for metals discharged to the Los Angeles River and its tributaries, per the schedule 
below: 

Deadline 

Total Drainage Area Served by the 
MS4 required to meet the water 

quality-based effluent limitations (%) 

Dry weather Wet weather 

January 11, 2012 50 25 

January 11, 2020 75 -- 

January 11, 2024 100 50 

January 11, 2028 100 100 

D. Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-5. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to the Los Angeles River and its tributaries during dry 
weather according to the schedule in Table O-1, and during wet weather no later 
than March 23, 2037: 

                                            
46

 The wet weather water quality-based effluent limitations are grouped-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located 
within the drainage area. 

47
 Wet weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in the Los Angeles River is equal to or greater than 500 cfs 
measured at the Wardlow gage station. 
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Constituent 
Effluent Limitation (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

E. coli 235/100 mL 126/100 mL 

3. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped48 interim dry weather single 
sample bacteria water quality-based effluent limitations for specific river segments 
and tributaries as listed in the table, below, according to the schedule in Table O-1: 

 

River Segment or Tributary 
Daily Maximum 

E. coli Load 
(10

9
 MPN/Day) 

Los Angeles River Segment A 
(Willow to Rosecrans) 

301 

Los Angeles River Segment B 
(Rosecrans to Figueroa) 

518 

Los Angeles River Segment C 
(Figueroa to Tujunga) 

463 

Los Angeles River Segment D 
(Tujunga to Balboa) 

454 

Los Angeles River Segment E 
(Balboa to headwaters) 

32 

Aliso Canyon Wash 23 

Arroyo Seco 24 

Bell Creek 14 

Bull Creek 9 

Burbank Western Channel 86 

Compton Creek 7 

Dry Canyon 7 

McCoy Canyon 7 

Rio Hondo  2 

Tujunga Wash 10 

Verdugo Wash 51 

 
a. Unexpectedly high-loading outfalls may be excluded from interim compliance 

calculations under the following circumstances: If an outfall which was 1) loading 
E. coli at a rate less than the 25th percentile of outfalls during the monitoring 
events used to develop the “MS4 Load Reduction Strategy” (LRS), but, at the 
time of compliance monitoring, is 2) loading E. coli at a rate greater than the 90th 
percentile of outfalls, and 3) actions are taken prior to the end of the first phase 
(i.e. 10 years after the beginning of the segment or tributary specific phase) such 
that the outfall is returned to a loading less than the 50th percentile of the outfalls 

                                            
48

 The interim dry weather water quality-based effluent limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees 
located within the drainage area. However, the interim dry weather water quality-based effluent limitations may be distributed 
based on proportional drainage area, upon approval of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 
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at compliance monitoring, then the 90th percentile data from the outfall can be 
excluded from the compliance loading calculations. 

b. Likewise, if an outfall which was 1) the subject of a dry weather diversion is 
found, at the time of compliance monitoring, to be 2) contributing greater than the 
90th percentile loading rate, and 3) actions are taken such that the outfall is 
returned to a loading less than the 50th percentile of the outfalls at compliance 
monitoring, and a maintenance schedule for the diversion is submitted with the 
compliance report, then the 90th percentile data from the outfall can be excluded 
from the compliance loading calculations. 

4. Receiving Water Limitations 

a. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped49 final single sample bacteria 
receiving water limitations for discharges to the Los Angeles River and its 
tributaries during dry weather according to the schedule in Table O-1, and during 
wet weather no later than March 23, 2037: 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance Days 
of the Single Sample Objective (days) 

Daily Sampling Weekly Sampling 

Dry Weather  5 1 

Non-HFS
50

 Waterbodies Wet 
Weather  

15 2 

HFS Waterbodies  
Wet Weather  

10 (not including 
HSF days) 

2 (not including HSF 
days) 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 
limitation for discharges to the Los Angeles River and its tributaries during dry 
weather according to the schedule in Table O-1, and during wet weather no later 
than March 23, 2037: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

E. coli 126/100 mL 

 
Table O-1. Los Angeles River Bacteria Implementation Schedule for Dry Weather 

Italics in this Table refer to Permittees using an alternative compliance plan instead of an LRS. 
Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

SEGMENT B (upper and middle Reach 2 – Figueroa Street to Rosecrans Avenue) 

First phase – Segment B 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment B (or submit an 
alternative compliance plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B 

September 23, 2014 

                                            
49

 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees, which includes LA MS4, Long 
Beach MS4, and Caltrans. 

50
 HFS stands for high flow suspension as defined in Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan. 
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Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B, if using LRS 

March 23, 2019 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B, if using LRS 

March 23, 2022 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B, if using alternative 
compliance plan 

March 23, 2022 

Second phase, if necessary – Segment B for LRS approach only  

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B 

March 23, 2023 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B, if using LRS 

September 23, 2026 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment B or 
demonstrate that non-compliance 
is only due to upstream 
contributions and submit report to 
Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B, if using LRS 

September 23, 2028 

SEGMENT B TRIBUTARIES (Rio Hondo and Arroyo Seco) 

First phase – Segment B Tributaries (Rio Hondo and Arroyo Seco) 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment B tributaries (or 
submit an alternative compliance 
plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries 

March 23, 2016 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries, if using LRS 

September 23, 2020 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries, if using LRS 

September 23, 2023 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is only due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board  

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries, if using 
alternative compliance plan 

September 23, 2023 

Second phase, if necessary – Segment B Tributaries (Rio Hondo and Arroyo Seco) for LRS 
approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries 

September 23, 2024 
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Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries, if using LRS 

March 23, 2028 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations Segment B 
tributaries or demonstrate that 
non-compliance is due to upstream 
contributions and submit report to 
Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment B tributaries, if using LRS 

March 23, 2030 

SEGMENT A (lower Reach 2 and Reach 1 – Rosecrans Avenue to Willow Street) 

First phase – Segment A 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment A (or submit an 
alternative compliance plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A 

September 23, 2016 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A, if using LRS 

March 23, 2021 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A, if using LRS 

March 23, 2024 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A, if using alternative 
compliance plan 

March 23, 2024 

Second phase, if necessary – Segment A for LRS approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A 

March 23, 2025 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A, if using LRS 

September 23, 2029 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment A or 
demonstrate that non-compliance 
is due to upstream contributions 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A, if using LRS 

September 23, 2031 

SEGMENT A TRIBUTARY (Compton Creek) 

First phase – Segment A Tributary 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment A tributary (or 
submit an alternative compliance 
plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary 

March 23, 2018 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary if using LRS 

September 23, 2022 
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Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary if using LRS 

September 23, 2025 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary, if using 
alternative compliance plan 

September 23, 2025 

Second phase, if necessary – Segment A Tributary for LRS approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary 

September 23, 2026 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary, if using LRS 

March 23, 2030 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment A 
tributary or demonstrate that non-
compliance is due to upstream 
contributions and submit report to 
Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment A tributary, if using LRS 

March 23, 2032 

SEGMENT E (Reach 6 – LA River headwaters [confluence with Bell Creek and Calabasas Creek] to 
Balboa Boulevard) 

First phase – Segment E 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment E (or submit an 
alternative compliance plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E 

September 23, 2017 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E, if using LRS 

March 23, 2022 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E, if using LRS 

March 23, 2025 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E, if using alternative 
compliance plan 

March 23, 2025 

Second phase, if necessary –Segment E for LRS approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E 

March 23, 2026 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E, if using LRS 

September 23, 2029 
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Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

Achieve final Water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment E or 
demonstrate that non-compliance 
is due to upstream contributions 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E, if using LRS 

September 23, 2031 

SEGMENT E TRIBUTARIES (Dry Canyon Creek, McCoy Creek, Bell Creek, and Aliso Canyon Wash) 

First phase – Segment E Tributaries 

Submit a Load Reduction Strategy 
(LRS) for Segment E tributaries (or 
submit an alternative compliance 
plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries 

September 23, 2021 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries if using LRS 

March 23, 2026 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries, if using LRS 

March 23, 2029 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries, if using 
alternative compliance plan 

March 23, 2029 

Second phase, if necessary – Segment E Tributaries for LRS approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries 

March 23, 2030 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries, if using LRS 

September 23, 2033 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment E 
tributaries or demonstrate that 
non-compliance is due to upstream 
contributions and submit report to 
Regional Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment E tributaries, if using LRS 

September 23, 2035 

SEGMENT C (lower Reach 4 and Reach 3 – Tujunga Avenue to Figueroa Street) 
SEGMENT C TRIBUTARIES (Tujunga Wash, Burbank Western Channel, and Verdugo Wash) 
SEGMENT D (Reach 5 and upper Reach 4 – Balboa Boulevard to Tujunga Avenue) 
SEGMENT D TRIBUTARIES (Bull Creek) 

First phase – Segment C, Segment C Tributaries, Segment D, Segment D tributaries 

Submit a Load Reduction 
Strategies (LRS) for Segment C, 
Segment C tributaries, Segment D, 
Segment D tributaries (or submit 
an alternative compliance plan) 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries 

March 23, 2023 
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Implementation Action Responsible Parties Deadline 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries, if 
using LRS 

September 23, 2027 

Achieve interim (or final) water 
quality-based effluent limitations 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries, if 
using LRS 

September 23, 2030 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations or demonstrate 
that non-compliance is due to 
upstream contributions and submit 
report to Regional Water Board  

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries, if 
using alternative compliance plan 

September 23, 2030 

Second phase, if necessary - Segment C, Segment C Tributaries, Segment D, Segment D 
Tributaries for LRS approach only 

Submit a new LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries 

September 23, 2031 

Complete implementation of LRS MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries if 
using LRS 

March 23, 2035 

Achieve final water quality-based 
effluent limitations in Segment C, 
Segment C tributaries, Segment D, 
Segment D tributaries or 
demonstrate that non-compliance 
is due to upstream contributions 
and submit report to Regional 
Water Board 

MS4 Permittees discharging to 
Segment C, Segment C tributaries, 
Segment D, Segment D tributaries if 
using LRS 

March 23, 2037 

 

5. Compliance 

a. Permittees may demonstrate compliance with the final dry weather limitations by 
demonstrating that final receiving water limitations are met in the receiving 
waters or by demonstrating one of the following conditions at outfalls to the 
receiving waters: 

i. Flow-weighted concentration of E. coli in MS4 discharges during dry weather 
is less than or equal to 235 MPN/100mL, based on a weighted-average using 
flow rates from all measured outfalls; or 

ii. Zero discharge during dry weather. 

b. In addition, individual Permittees or subgroups of Permittees may differentiate 
their dry weather discharges from other dischargers or upstream contributions by 
demonstrating one of the following conditions at outfalls to the receiving waters 
or at segment, tributary or jurisdictional boundaries: 
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i. The flow-weighted concentration of E. coli in a Permittee’s individual 
discharge or in a group of Permittees’ collective discharge during dry weather 
is less than or equal to 235 MPN/100mL, based on a weighted-average using 
flow rates from all measured outfalls; or 

ii. Zero discharge from a Permittee’s individual outfall(s) or from a group of 
Permittees’ outfall(s) during dry weather; or 

iii. Demonstration that the MS4 loading of E. coli to the segment or tributary 
during dry weather is less than or equal to the calculated loading rate that 
would not cause or contribute to exceedances based on the loading capacity 
representative of conditions in the River at the time of compliance. 

c. The interim dry weather water quality-based effluent limitations are group-based, 
shared among all MS4 Permittees that drain to a segment or tributary.  However, 
the interim dry weather water quality-based effluent limitations may be distributed 
based on proportional drainage area, upon approval of the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer. 

E. Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria TMDL (USEPA 
established) 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-5. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final WLAs for discharges to the Los 
Angeles River Estuary per the provisions in Part VI.E.3: 

Constituent 
WLA (MPN or cfu) 

Daily Maximum Geometric Mean 

Total coliform* 10,000/100 mL 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 400/100 mL 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 104/100 mL 35/100 mL 

* Total coliform density shall not exceed a daily maximum of  
1,000/100 mL, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 

3. Receiving Water Limitations 

a. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped51 final single sample bacteria 
WLAs for the Los Angeles River Estuary per the provisions in Part VI.E.3: 

Time Period 

Annual Allowable Exceedance 
Days of the Single Sample 

Objective (days) 

Daily 
sampling 

Weekly 
sampling 

Summer Dry-Weather 
(April 1 to October 31) 

0 0 

Winter Dry-Weather 
(November 1 to March 31) 

9 2 

                                            
51

 The final receiving water limitations are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees located within the drainage 
area. 
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Wet Weather
52

 17 3 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following geometric mean receiving water 
limitations for all monitoring stations in the Los Angeles River Estuary per the 
provisions in Part VI.E.3: 

Constituent Geometric Mean (MPN or cfu) 

Total coliform 1,000/100 mL 

Fecal coliform 200/100 mL 

Enterococcus 35/100 mL 

4. Compliance Determination 

a. Permittees may demonstrate compliance with the final dry or weather WLAs by 
demonstrating that final WLAs expressed as allowable exceedance days are met 
in the receiving waters or by demonstrating one of the following conditions at 
outfalls to the receiving waters: 

i. Flow-weighted concentration of bacterial indicators in MS4 discharges during 
dry or wet weather is less than or equal to the WLAs in part E.2 above, based 
on a weighted-average using flow rates from all measured outfalls; or 

ii. Zero discharge during dry weather. 

b. In addition, individual Permittees or subgroups of Permittees may differentiate 
their dry or wet weather discharges from other dischargers or upstream 
contributions by demonstrating one of the following conditions at outfalls to the 
receiving waters or at segment, tributary or jurisdictional boundaries: 

i. The flow-weighted concentration of bacterial indicators in a Permittee’s 
individual discharge or in a group of Permittees’ collective discharge during 
dry or wet weather is less than or equal to the WLAs in part E.2 above, based 
on a weighted-average using flow rates from all measured outfalls; or 

ii. Zero discharge from a Permittee’s individual outfall(s) or from a group of 
Permittees’ outfall(s) during dry weather. 

F. Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs (USEPA established) 

1. Lake Calabasas Nutrient TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following annual mass-based allocations based 
on current flow conditions: 

Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus      
(lb-P/yr) 

Total Nitrogen   
(lb-N/yr) 

                                            
52

 Wet weather is defined as days with 0.1 inch of rain or greater and the three days following the rain event. 
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City of 
Calabasas 

48.5  220  

Measured at the point of discharge. The mass-based 
allocations are equivalent to existing concentrations of 0.066 
mg/L total phosphorus as a summer average (May-September) 
and annual average, and 0.66 mg/L total nitrogen as a summer 
average (May-September) and annual average based on 
approved flow conditions. 

d. The following concentration-based WLAs shall apply during both wet and dry 
weather if: 

i. The Regional Water Board Executive Officer approves a request by the 
Permittee that the concentration-based WLAs apply, and the USEPA does 
not object to the Executive Officer’s decision within 60 days of receiving 
notice. 

ii. The Permittee shall submit a request to both the Regional Water Board and 
USEPA and shall include as part of the request a Lake Management Plan, 
describing actions that will be implemented to ensure that the applicable 
water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and pH are achieved 
and the chlorophyll a target of 20 ug/L measured as a summer average (May-
September) and as an annual average is met. 

iii. If the applicable water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, pH 
are achieved, and the chlorophyll a target is met, then the total phosphorus 
and total nitrogen concentration-based WLAs shall be considered attained. 

Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus 
(mg-P/L) 

Total Nitrogen   
(mg-N/L) 

City of 
Calabasas 

0.1 1.0 

Measured as in-lake concentration and applied as a 
summer average (May-September) and an annual average. 

2. Echo Park Lake Nutrient TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following annual mass-based allocations based 
on current flow conditions: 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus     
(lb-P/yr) 

Total Nitrogen   
(lb-N/yr) 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

24.7  156  

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

7.129  49.69 

Measured at the point of discharge using a three-year average. The mass-based 
allocations are equivalent to existing concentrations of 0.12 mg/L total 
phosphorus as a summer average (May-September) and annual average, and 
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1.2 mg/L total nitrogen as a summer average (May-September) and annual 
average based on approved flow conditions. 

d. In assessing compliance with WLAs, Permittees assigned both northern and 
southern subwatershed allocations may have their allocations combined. 

e. If the applicable water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and pH 
are achieved, and the chlorophyll a target of 20 ug/L as a summer average (May-
September) and as an annual average is met, in the lake then the total 
phosphorus and total nitrogen concentration-based WLAs shall be considered 
attained.  

3. Echo Park Lake PCBs TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment 
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

Total PCBs in 
the Water 
Column    
(ng/L) 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

1.77 0.17 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

1.77 0.17 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 3.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation shall 
be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment         
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total PCBs in 
the Water 
Column    
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

59.8 0.17 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

59.8 0.17 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 
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4. Echo Park Lake Chlordane TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight) 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column       
(ng/L) 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

2.10 0.59 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

2.10 0.59 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 5.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation shall 
be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column    
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

3.24 0.59 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

3.24 0.59 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

5. Echo Park Lake Dieldrin TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L) 
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Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

0.80 0.14 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

0.80 0.14 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 0.46 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or 
more years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any 
given year must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from 
at least five common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  
Documentation shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. 
Compliance may be demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval 
by the Executive Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of 
receiving notice: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L)
*,***

 

Northern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

1.90 0.14 

Southern 
City of Los 
Angeles 

1.90 0.14 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

6. Echo Park Lake Trash TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Parts 
VI.E.3 and VI.E.5. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLA: 

Permittee Trash (Gal/year) 

City of Los Angeles 0 

7. Peck Road Park Lake Nutrient TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following annual mass-based allocations based 
on current flow conditions: 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus     
(lb-P/yr) 

Total 
Nitrogen  
(lb-N/yr) 

Eastern Arcadia 383 2,320 
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Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus     
(lb-P/yr) 

Total 
Nitrogen  
(lb-N/yr) 

Eastern Bradbury 497 3,223 
Eastern Duarte 1,540 9,616 
Eastern  Irwindale 496 3,487 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
924 5,532 

Eastern Monrovia 6,243 38,736 
Near Lake Arcadia 158 1,115 
Near Lake El Monte 96.2 602 
Near Lake Irwindale 28.2 207 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
129 773 

Near Lake Monrovia 60.4 415 
Western Arcadia 2,840 16,334 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
467 2,818 

Western Monrovia 425 2,678 
Western Sierra Madre 695 4,254 

Measured at the point of discharge using a three-year average. The mass-
based allocations are equivalent to existing concentrations of 0.076 mg/L 
total phosphorus as a summer average (May-September) and annual 
average, and 0.76 mg/L total nitrogen as a summer average (May-
September) and annual average based on approved flow conditions. 

d. If the applicable water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and pH 
are achieved, and the chlorophyll a target of 20 ug/L as a summer average (May-
September) and as an annual average is met, in the lake then the total 
phosphorus and total nitrogen concentration-based WLAs shall be considered 
attained. 

8. Peck Road Park Lake PCBs TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment        
(ug/kg dry weight) 

Total PCBs 
in the Water 

Column   
(ng/L) 

Eastern Arcadia 1.29 0.17 
Eastern Bradbury 1.29 0.17 
Eastern Duarte 1.29 0.17 
Eastern  Irwindale 1.29 0.17 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
1.29 0.17 

Eastern Monrovia 1.29 0.17 
Near Lake Arcadia 1.29 0.17 
Near Lake El Monte 1.29 0.17 
Near Lake Irwindale 1.29 0.17 
Near Lake County of 1.29 0.17 

RB-AR4049



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment O –TMDLs in the Los Angeles River WMA O-20 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment        
(ug/kg dry weight) 

Total PCBs 
in the Water 

Column   
(ng/L) 

Los Angeles 
Near Lake Monrovia 1.29 0.17 
Western Arcadia 1.29 0.17 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
1.29 0.17 

Western Monrovia 1.29 0.17 
Western Sierra Madre 1.29 0.17 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 3.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
largemouth bass each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation 
shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment     
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total PCBs in 
the Water 
Column 

   (ng/L)
*,***

 

Eastern Arcadia 59.8 0.17 
Eastern Bradbury 59.8 0.17 
Eastern Duarte 59.8 0.17 
Eastern  Irwindale 59.8 0.17 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
59.8 0.17 

Eastern Monrovia 59.8 0.17 
Near Lake Arcadia 59.8 0.17 
Near Lake El Monte 59.8 0.17 
Near Lake Irwindale 59.8 0.17 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
59.8 0.17 

Near Lake Monrovia 59.8 0.17 
Western Arcadia 59.8 0.17 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
59.8 0.17 

Western Monrovia 59.8 0.17 
Western Sierra Madre 59.8 0.17 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

9. Peck Road Park Lake Chlordane TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 
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b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column      
(ng/L) 

Eastern Arcadia 1.73 0.59 
Eastern Bradbury 1.73 0.59 
Eastern Duarte 1.73 0.59 
Eastern  Irwindale 1.73 0.59 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
1.73 0.59 

Eastern Monrovia 1.73 0.59 
Near Lake Arcadia 1.73 0.59 
Near Lake El Monte 1.73 0.59 
Near Lake Irwindale 1.73 0.59 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
1.73 0.59 

Near Lake Monrovia 1.73 0.59 
Western Arcadia 1.73 0.59 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
1.73 0.59 

Western Monrovia 1.73 0.59 
Western Sierra Madre 1.73 0.59 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 5.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
largemouth bass each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation 
shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment   
 (ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column    
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Eastern Arcadia 3.24 0.59 
Eastern Bradbury 3.24 0.59 
Eastern Duarte 3.24 0.59 
Eastern  Irwindale 3.24 0.59 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
3.24 0.59 

Eastern Monrovia 3.24 0.59 
Near Lake Arcadia 3.24 0.59 
Near Lake El Monte 3.24 0.59 
Near Lake Irwindale 3.24 0.59 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
3.24 0.59 
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Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment   
 (ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column    
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Near Lake Monrovia 3.24 0.59 
Western Arcadia 3.24 0.59 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
3.24 0.59 

Western Monrovia 3.24 0.59 
Western Sierra Madre 3.24 0.59 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

10. Peck Road Park DDT TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total DDT associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment 
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

4-4’ DDT in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L) 

Eastern Arcadia 5.28 0.59 
Eastern Bradbury 5.28 0.59 
Eastern Duarte 5.28 0.59 
Eastern  Irwindale 5.28 0.59 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
5.28 0.59 

Eastern Monrovia 5.28 0.59 
Near Lake Arcadia 5.28 0.59 
Near Lake El Monte 5.28 0.59 
Near Lake Irwindale 5.28 0.59 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
5.28 0.59 

Near Lake Monrovia 5.28 0.59 
Western Arcadia 5.28 0.59 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
5.28 0.59 

Western Monrovia 5.28 0.59 
Western Sierra Madre 5.28 0.59 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

11. Peck Road Park Lake Dieldrin TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 
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Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L) 

Eastern Arcadia 0.43 0.14 
Eastern Bradbury 0.43 0.14 
Eastern Duarte 0.43 0.14 
Eastern  Irwindale 0.43 0.14 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
0.43 0.14 

Eastern Monrovia 0.43 0.14 
Near Lake Arcadia 0.43 0.14 
Near Lake El Monte 0.43 0.14 
Near Lake Irwindale 0.43 0.14 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
0.43 0.14 

Near Lake Monrovia 0.43 0.14 
Western Arcadia 0.43 0.14 

Western 
County of 

Los Angeles 
0.43 0.14 

Western Monrovia 0.43 0.14 
Western Sierra Madre 0.43 0.14 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 0.46 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or 
more years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any 
given year must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from 
at least five largemouth bass each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  
Documentation shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. 
Compliance may be demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval 
by the Executive Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of 
receiving notice: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column   

(ng/L)
*,***

 

Eastern Arcadia 1.90 0.14 
Eastern Bradbury 1.90 0.14 
Eastern Duarte 1.90 0.14 
Eastern  Irwindale 1.90 0.14 

Eastern 
County of 

Los Angles 
1.90 0.14 

Eastern Monrovia 1.90 0.14 
Near Lake Arcadia 1.90 0.14 
Near Lake El Monte 1.90 0.14 
Near Lake Irwindale 1.90 0.14 

Near Lake 
County of 

Los Angeles 
1.90 0.14 

Near Lake Monrovia 1.90 0.14 
Western Arcadia 1.90 0.14 
Western County of 1.90 0.14 
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Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
 (ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column   

(ng/L)
*,***

 

Los Angeles 
Western Monrovia 1.90 0.14 
Western Sierra Madre 1.90 0.14 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

12. Peck Road Park Lake Trash TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-5. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Parts 
VI.E.3 and VI.E.5. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLA: 

Permittee Trash (gal/year) 

Arcadia 0 
Bradbury 0 
Duarte 0 

El Monte 0 
Irwindale 0 

County of Los 
Angeles 

0 

Monrovia 0 
Sierra Madre 0 
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ATTACHMENT P. TMDLs IN SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

A. San Gabriel River Metals and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL 
(USEPA established) 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-6. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped53 wet weather54 WLAs, 
expressed as total recoverable metals discharged to all upstream reaches and 
tributaries of the San Gabriel River Reach 2 and Coyote Creek per the provisions in 
Part VI.E.3: 

Water Body 
WLA 

Daily Maximum (kg/day) 
Copper Lead Zinc 

San Gabriel Reach 2 --- 
81.34 x daily storm 

volume (L) 
--- 

Coyote Creek 
24.71 x daily storm 

volume (L) 
96.99 x daily storm 

volume (L) 
144.57 x daily storm 

volume (L) 

3. Permittees shall comply with the following grouped72 dry weather WLAs, expressed 
as total recoverable metals discharged to San Gabriel River Reach 1, Coyote Creek, 
San Gabriel River Estuary, and San Jose Creek Reach 1 and Reach 2 per the 
provisions in Part VI.E.3: 

Water Body 
WLA 

Daily Maximum  

Copper Selenium 

San Gabriel Reach 1 18 ug/L --- 
Coyote Creek 0.941 kg/day* --- 

San Gabriel River Estuary 3.7 ug/L --- 
San Jose Creek Reach 1 and 2 --- 5 ug/L 

*Calculated based upon the median flow at LACDPW Station F354-R of 19 
cfs multiplied by the numeric target of 20 ug/L, minus direct air deposition of 
0.002 kg/d. 

4. Permittees may convert the grouped mass-based WLAs into individual WLAs based 
on the percentage of the watershed and land uses within the Permittee’s jurisdiction, 
upon approval of the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 

B. Legg Lake Trash TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-6. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the final water quality-based effluent limitation of zero 
trash discharged to Legg Lake no later than March 6, 2016, and every year 
thereafter. 

                                            
53

 The wet weather and dry weather water WLAs are group-based and shared among all MS4 Permittees, which includes LA 
MS4 Permittees, the City of Long Beach, and Orange County MS4 Permittees located within the drainage area and Caltrans. 

54
 In San Gabriel River Reach 2, wet weather TMDLs apply when the maximum daily flow of the river is equal to or greater 
than 260 cfs as measured at USGS station 11085000, located at the bottom of Reach 3 just above the Whittier Narrows 
Dam.  In Coyote Creek, wet weather TMDLs apply when the maximum daily flow in the creek is equal to or greater than 156 
cfs as measured at LACDPW flow gauge station F354-R, located at the bottom of the creek, just above the Long Beach 
WRP. 
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3. Permittees that choose to comply via a full capture compliance strategy must 
demonstrate a phased implementation of full capture devices attaining interim 
effluent limitations over the following 8-year period until the final effluent limitation of 
zero is attained: 

Deadline 

Effluent Limitation 

Drainage Area covered 
by Full Capture Systems 

 (%) 

March 6, 2008 0 

March 6, 2012 20 

March 6, 2013 40 

March 6, 2014 60 

March 6, 2015 80 

March 6, 2016 100 

 
Legg Lake Trash Effluent Limitations

55
 (gallons of uncompressed trash per year) 

Permittees 
Baseline

56
 

(100%) 
3/6/2012 

(80%) 
3/6/2013 

(60%) 
3/6/2014 

(40%) 
3/6/2015 

(20%) 
3/6/2016

57
 

(0%) 

Los Angeles 
County 

2400.03 1920.02 1440.02 960.01 480.01 0 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control District 
24.05 19.24 14.43 9.62 4.81 0 

City of El Monte 509.48 407.58 305.69 203.79 101.90 0 

City of South El 
Monte 

3896.76 3117.41 2338.06 1558.70 779.35 0 

4. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in B.2 and B.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

5. If a Permittee opts to derive site specific trash generation rates through its Trash 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (TMRP), the baseline limitation shall be calculated by 
multiplying the point source area(s) by the derived trash generation rate(s). 

6. Permittees shall comply with the interim and final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for trash in B.2 and B.3 above per the provisions in Part VI.E.5. 

                                            
55

 Water quality-based effluent limitations are expressed as allowable trash discharge relative to baseline Waste Load 
Allocations.  

56
 The Regional Water Board calculated the baseline water quality-based effluent limitations for the Permittees based on the 
estimated trash generation rate of 5334 gallons of uncompressed trash per square mile per year. 

57
 Permittees shall achieve their final effluent limitation of zero trash discharged for the year and every year thereafter. 

RB-AR4056



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

Attachment P –TMDLs in the San Gabriel River WMA P-3 
 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

C. Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs58 (USEPA established) 

1. Legg Lake System Nutrient TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3.  

c. Permittees shall comply with the following annual mass-based allocations based 
on current flow conditions: 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Flow  

(ac-ft/yr) 

Total 
Phosphorus 

 (lb-P/yr) 

Total 
Nitrogen   
(lb-N/yr) 

Northwestern 
County of 

Los 
Angeles 

33.5 
53.6 148.7 

Northwestern 
South El 
Monte 

308 
526.3 1,500.6 

Northeastern El Monte 122 226.6 590.3 

Northeastern 
County of 

Los 
Angeles 

8.18 
12.8 39.2 

Northeastern 
South El 
Monte 

287 
498.7 1,394.8 

Measured at the point of discharge. The mass-based allocations are equivalent to existing 
concentrations of 0.065 mg/L total phosphorus as a summer average (May-September) 
and annual average, and 0.65 mg/L total nitrogen as a summer average (May-September) 
and annual average based on approved flow conditions. 

 
d. The following concentration-based WLAs shall apply during both wet and dry 

weather if: 

i. The Regional Water Board Executive Officer approves a request by a 
Permittee that the concentration-based WLAs apply, and the USEPA does 
not object to the Executive Officer’s decision within 60 days of receiving 
notice.  

ii. Permittees shall submit a request to both the Regional Water Board and 
USEPA and shall include as part of the request a Lake Management Plan, 
describing actions that will be implemented to ensure that the applicable 
water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and pH are achieved, 
and the chlorophyll a target of 20 ug/L as a summer average (May-
September) and an annual average is met, in the lake. 

iii. If the applicable water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and 
pH are achieved, and the chlorophyll a target is met, in the lake then the total 
phosphorus and total nitrogen concentration-based WLAs shall be considered 
attained. 

                                            
58

 Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDL includes multiple watershed management areas. 
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Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus 
 (mg-P/L) 

Total Nitrogen   
(mg-N/L) 

Northwestern 
County of Los 

Angeles 
0.1 1.0 

Northwestern South El Monte 0.1 1.0 
Northeastern El Monte 0.1 1.0 

Northeastern 
County of Los 

Angeles 
0.1 1.0 

Northeastern South El Monte 0.1 1.0 
Measured as an in-lake concentration. Applied as a summer average (May-
September) and an annual average. 

2. Puddingstone Reservoir Nutrient TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following annual mass-based allocations based 
on current flow conditions: 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus   
(lb-P/yr) 

Total Nitrogen 
(lb-N/yr) 

Northern Claremont 169 829 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
741 3,390 

Northern La Verne 2,772 11,766 
Northern Pomona 6.30 28.3 
Northern San Dimas 31.1 137 

Measured at the point of discharge. The mass-based allocations are equivalent 
to existing concentrations of 0.071 mg/L total phosphorus as a summer average 
(May-September) and annual average, and 0.71 mg/L total nitrogen as a 
summer average (May-September) and annual average based on approved 
flow conditions. 

 
d. The following concentration-based WLAs shall apply during both wet and dry 

weather if: 

i. The Regional Water Board Executive Officer approves a request by a 
Permittee that the concentration-based WLAs apply, and the USEPA does 
not object to the Executive Officer’s decision within 60 days of receiving 
notice.  

ii. Permittees shall submit a request to both the Regional Water Board and 
USEPA and shall include as part of the request a Lake Management Plan, 
describing actions that will be implemented to ensure that the applicable 
water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and pH are achieved 
and the chlorophyll a target of 20 ug/L as a summer average (May-
September) and an annual average is met, in the lake. 

iii. If the applicable water quality objectives for ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and 
pH are achieved, and the chlorophyll a target is met, in the lake then the total 
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phosphorus and total nitrogen concentration-based WLAs shall be considered 
attained. 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Phosphorus 
(mg-P/L) 

Total Nitrogen 
(mg-N/L) 

Northern Claremont 0.1 1.0 

Northern 
County of Los 

Angeles 
0.1 1.0 

Northern La Verne 0.1 1.0 
Northern Pomona 0.1 1.0 
Northern San Dimas 0.1 1.0 

Measured as an in-lake concentration. Applied as a summer average (May-
September) and an annual average. 

3. Puddingstone Reservoir Mercury TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs during both wet and dry 
weather: 

Subwatershed Permittee 
Total 

Mercury    
(g-Hg/yr) 

Northern Claremont 0.674 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
2.79 

Northern La Verne 10.6 
Northern Pomona 0.026 
Northern San Dimas 0.109 

Measured at the point of discharge.  

4. Puddingstone Reservoir PCBs TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight) 

Total PCBs in 
the Water 
Column    
(ng/L) 

Northern Claremont 0.59 0.17 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
0.59 0.17 

Northern La Verne 0.59 0.17 
Northern Pomona 0.59 0.17 
Northern San Dimas 0.59 0.17 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 
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d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 3.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation shall 
be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total PCBs associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total PCBs in 
the Water 
Column   
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Northern Claremont 59.8 0.17 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
59.8 0.17 

Northern La Verne 59.8 0.17 
Northern Pomona 59.8 0.17 
Northern San Dimas 59.8 0.17 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

5. Puddingstone Reservoir Chlordane TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment  
   (ug/kg dry weight) 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column       
(ng/L) 

Northern Claremont 0.75 0.57 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
0.75 0.57 

Northern La Verne 0.75 0.57 
Northern Pomona 0.75 0.57 
Northern San Dimas 0.75 0.57 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 5.6 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation shall 
be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 
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Subwatershed Permittee 

Total Chlordane 
associated with 

Suspended Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Total Chlordane 
in the Water 

Column  
(ng/L)

*,***
 

Northern Claremont 3.24 0.57 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
3.24 0.57 

Northern La Verne 3.24 0.57 
Northern Pomona 3.24 0.57 
Northern San Dimas 3.24 0.57 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

6. Puddingstone Reservoir Dieldrin TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment     
 (ug/kg dry weight) 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column   

(ng/L) 

Northern Claremont 0.22 0.14 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
0.22 0.14 

Northern La Verne 0.22 0.14 
Northern Pomona 0.22 0.14 
Northern San Dimas 0.22 0.14 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 
 

d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 0.46 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or 
more years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any 
given year must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from 
at least five common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  
Documentation shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. 
Compliance may be demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval 
by the Executive Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of 
receiving notice. 

 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Dieldrin associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment             
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

Dieldrin in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L)
*,***

 

Northern Claremont 1.90 0.14 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
1.90 0.14 

Northern La Verne 1.90 0.14 
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Northern Pomona 1.90 0.14 
Northern San Dimas 1.90 0.14 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 

7. Puddingstone Reservoir DDT TMDL 

a. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, 
Table K-6. 

b. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3. 

c. Permittees shall comply with the following WLAs: 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total DDT associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment  
(ug/kg dry weight) 

4-4’ DDT in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L) 

Northern Claremont 3.94 0.59 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
3.94 0.59 

Northern La Verne 3.94 0.59 
Northern Pomona 3.94 0.59 
Northern San Dimas 3.94 0.59 

Measured at the point of discharge. Applied as an annual average. 

 
d. Permittees may comply with the following alternative WLAs upon approval by the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer based upon documentation that the fish 
tissue target of 21 ppb wet weight has been met for the preceding three or more 
years.  A demonstration that the fish tissue target has been met in any given year 
must at a minimum include a composite sample of skin of fillets from at least five 
common carp each measuring at least 350 mm in length.  Documentation shall 
be submitted to the Regional Water Board and USEPA. Compliance may be 
demonstrated based on the alternative WLAs upon approval by the Executive 
Officer, so long as USEPA does not object within 60 days of receiving notice. 

Subwatershed Permittee 

Total DDT associated 
with Suspended 

Sediment 
(ug/kg dry weight)

*,**
 

4-4’ DDT in the 
Water Column    

(ng/L)
*,***

 

Northern Claremont 5.28 0.59 

Northern 
County of 

Los Angeles 
5.28 0.59 

Northern La Verne 5.28 0.59 
Northern Pomona 5.28 0.59 
Northern San Dimas 5.28 0.59 

*Measured at the point of discharge. 
**Applied as a three-year average. 
***Applied as an annual average. 
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ATTACHMENT Q. TMDLs IN LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL AND ALAMITOS BAY 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

A. Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL (USEPA established) 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-7. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following dry weather59 WLAs, expressed as total 
recoverable metals discharged to Los Cerritos Channel, per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3: 

3. Permittees shall comply with the following wet weather60 WLA, expressed as total 
recoverable metals discharged to Los Cerritos Channel, per the provisions in Part 
VI.E.3: 

Constituent 
WLA 

Daily Maximum  (g/day) 

Copper 4.709 x 10
-6

 x daily storm volume (L) 

Lead 26.852 x 10
-6

 x daily storm volume (L) 

Zinc 46.027 x 10
-6

 x daily storm volume (L) 

B. Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and Metals 
TMDL  

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-7. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following interim water quality-based effluent 
limitations as of the effective date of this Order, for sediments within Colorado 
Lagoon: 

Constituent 
Interim Concentration-based Effluent Limitations 

Monthly Average (µg/dry kg) 

Chlordane 129.65 

Dieldrin 26.20 

Lead 399,500 

Zinc 565,000 

PAHs 4,022 

PCBs 89.90 

DDT 149.80 

3. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations no later than July 28, 2018, for sediments within Colorado Lagoon: 

                                            
59

 Dry weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in Los Cerritos Channel is less than 23 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) measured at Stearns Street Monitoring Station. 

60
 Wet weather is defined as any day when the maximum daily flow in Los Cerritos Channel is equal to or greater than 23 cfs 
measured at Stearns Street Monitoring Station. 

Constituent 
WLA 

Daily Maximum (g/day) 

Copper 67.2 
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T 
E 
N 
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I 
V 
E 

Constituent 
Final Concentration Based Effluent Limitations 

Monthly Average (µg/dry kg) 

Chlordane 0.50 

Dieldrin 0.02 

Lead 46,700 

Zinc 150,000 

PAHs 4,022 

PCBs 22.70 

DDT 1.58 

4. The mass-based water quality-based effluent limitations are shared by the MS4 
Permittees, which includes the LACFCD, City of Long Beach and Caltrans.  
Permittees shall comply with the following grouped final water quality-based effluent 
limitations no later than July 28, 2018, expressed as an annual discharge of 
sediment to Colorado Lagoon: 

Constituent 
Annual Mass-based Effluent Limitations (mg/yr) 

Project 452  Line I  Termino Ave Line K  Line M  

Chlordane 5.10 3.65 12.15 1.94 0.73 
Dieldrin 0.20 0.15 0.49 0.08 0.03 

Lead 476,646.68 340,455.99 1,134,867.12 181,573.76 68,116.09 
Zinc 1,530,985.05 1,093,541.72 3,645,183.47 583,213.37 218,788.29 

PAHs 41,050.81 29,321.50 97,739.52 15,637.89 5,866.44 
PCBs 231.69 165.49 551.64 88.26 33.11 
DDT 16.13 11.52 38.40 6.14 2.30 

5. Compliance with the concentration-based water quality-based effluent limitations 
shall be determined by pollutant concentrations in the sediment in Colorado Lagoon 
at points in the West Arm, North Arm and Central Arm that represent the cumulative 
inputs from the MS4 drainage to the lagoon. 
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T 
E 
N 
T 
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V 
E 

ATTACHMENT R. TMDLs IN THE MIDDLE SANTA ANA RIVER WATERSHED 
MANAGEMENT AREA (SANTA ANA REGION TMDL) 

A. Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Bacteria Indicator TMDL 

1. Permittees subject to the provisions below are identified in Attachment K, Table K-8. 

2. Permittees shall comply with the following final water quality-based effluent 
limitations for discharges to San Antonio Creek during dry weather no later than 
December 31, 2015, and during wet weather no later than December 31, 2025: 

a. Fecal coliform61: geometric mean less than 180 organisms/100 mL based on five 
or more samples during any 30-day period, and not more than 10% of the 
samples exceed 360 organisms/100 mL during any 30-day period. 

b. E. coli: E. coli: geometric mean less than 113 organisms/100 mL based on five or 
more samples during any 30-day period, and not more than 10% of the samples 
exceed 212 organisms/100 mL during any 30-day period. 

3. Permittees shall comply with the following receiving water limitations for discharges 
to San Antonio Creek during dry weather no later than December 31, 2015, and 
during wet weather no later than December 31, 2025: 

a. Fecal coliform62: geometric mean less than 200 organisms/100 mL based on 5 
samples during any 30-day period, and not more than 10% of the samples 
exceed 400 organisms/100 mL during any 30-day period. 

b. E. coli: geometric mean less than 126 organisms/100 mL based on 5 samples 
during any 30-day period, and not more than 10% of the samples exceed 235 
organisms/100 mL during any 30-day period. 

 

 

 

                                            
61

 The fecal coliform water quality-based effluent limitations become ineffective upon the replacement of the REC-1 fecal 
coliform water quality objectives with REC-1 E. coli water quality objectives in the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan. 

62
 The fecal coliform receiving water limitations become ineffective upon the replacement of the REC-1 fecal coliform water 
quality objectives with REC-1 E. coli water quality objectives in the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan. 
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FOR 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT 

FOR MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) DISCHARGES WITHIN THE 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, INCLUDING UNINCORPORATED 

AREAS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES THEREIN, 

EXCEPT THE CITIES OF AVALON AND LONG BEACH 
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September 6-7, 2012 

(last updated June 6, 2012) 

 

The following list constitutes the documents, references, evidence, exhibits and materials relied upon by 
Regional Water Board staff in drafting the Tentative Order that will be considered by the Regional Water Board 
on September 6-7, 2012. The list of documents identified here is without prejudice to the addition of further 
materials as may be necessary, or to respond to comments and testimony, or inquiries prior to or at the hearing. 
Documents may be inspected and/or copied from the files of the Regional Water Board pertaining to this matter 
by contacting Sandra Kelley, during business hours, at (213) 576-6619 or skelley@waterboards.ca.gov. 
Relevant portions of these materials will be present at the hearing. If there are any specific materials that any 
party would like staff to bring to the hearing, the party should identify the documents with specificity and by the 
deadline specified in the Notice of Public Hearing for this matter. The documents identified on this list, whether 
present at the hearing or not, will be incorporated into the administrative record.1 

 

Date Section Item Page 

  Report of Waste Discharge, County of Los Angeles National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Municipal Stormwater 

Permit Order 01-182 

 

6/12/06 

7/12/06 

 

 

6/12/06 

7/12/06 

 

 � Report of Waste Discharge from LA County, DPW 

� Regional Board Letter addressed to Mark Pestrella,  

Assistant Deputy Director  

� Report of Waste Discharge from City of Downey 

� Regional Board Letter addressed to Gerald Caton, City 

Manager 

                                                 
1
 The Administrative Record is deemed to include all legal authorities be they constitutional, statutory, 

judicial, or regulatory (including precedential decisions of the State Water Resources Control Board and State 

Policy for Water Quality Control) that are applicable to this proceeding without regard to whether they are 

identified on this index or specifically referenced prior to or during the hearing. 
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Date Section Item Page 

6/12/06 

7/12/06 

6/12/06 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7/12/06 

11/24/10 

 

 

9/13/11 

� Report of Waste Discharge from City of Signal Hill 

� Regional Board Letter addressed to Kenneth Farfsing,     

� Group Report of Waste Discharge from: 

� City of Azusa 

� City of Glendora 

� City of Whittier 

� City of Claremont 

� City of Irwindale 

� Regional Board Letter addressed to Group 

� Report of Waste Discharge from County of Los 

Angeles 

� Regional Board Letter of Review  to Gail Farber, Chief 

Engineer, LA County 

  Stakeholder and Public Participation Meetings  

 

4/8/11 

 

 

 

 Kick-Off Meeting on May 25, 2011 

� Notice of Kick-Off Meeting 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Staff Presentation 

• LAS MS4Permit: Reissuance Kick-off Meeting 
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Date Section Item Page 

 

11/7/11 

 

 

12/12/11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1/18/12 

 

1/19/12 

 

 

1/19/12 

 

2/21/12 

 

� LA County MS4 Permit Structure -Print out of Survey Monkey 

LA MS4 Meeting/ LA Permit Group 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Proposed Flow Chart 

MS4 Permit Renewal Process Meeting with Staff from City of Los 

Angeles, Watershed Protection Division and LARQWCB Staff 

� Meeting Agenda 

� Handouts 

• Approaches to Incorporating TMDL WLAs into NPDES 

Stormwater Permits 

• Draft Talking Points for Development of the MS4 Permit 

Strategy 

Meeting 

� Sign In Sheet 

MS4 Permit Meeting 

� Meeting Agenda 

� Sign In Sheet 

County of Los Angeles- MS4 Renewal 

� Sign In Sheet 

LA Permit Group Meeting 

� Sign In Sheet 
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Date Section Item Page 

2/23/12 

 

3/06/12 

 

4/03/12 

 

 

4/17/12 

 

4/25/12 

 

4/25/12 

 

 

 

 

4/26/12 

4/13/12 

 

 

 

Meeting with CWS & Fire Departments 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County MS4 Permit Discussion 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County – Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Handout: Draft Annotated Outline for the Watershed Plan 

Meeting: Los Angeles County- Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County- Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County- Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Meeting Agenda 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Los Angeles County Flood Control District Proposal (LACFCD) 

� LACFCD Comments 

Meeting: Los Angeles County- Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Meeting Sign In Sheet  

� Contech letter: Comments on Staff Working Proposal – Los 

Angeles Region MS4 Pemit 

• Suggested Changes Staff Working Proposal LA County 
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Date Section Item Page 

 

4/27/12 

 

 

 

5/9/12 

 

 

 

5/14/12 

 

 

5/16/12 

 

5/17/12 

 

 

5/24/12 

 

 

5/30/12 

Areawide Urban Storm water Runoff Permit 

Meeting: Los Angeles County- Wide Draft MS4 Permit 

� Sign In Sheet 

� LA County MS4 Permit- Non-Storm Water Discharge 

Prohibitions (Staff Working Proposal - 3/28/12) 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Stakeholders Presentation 

• Individual and Coordinated Options- (Monitoring) 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Agenda 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with City of LA 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with City of LA 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Agenda 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with Permit Group 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Regional Board Handout 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with BIA 
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5/31/12 

 

5/31/12 

 

 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with LACFD 

� Sign In Sheet 

Meeting: Los Angeles County-Wide Draft MS4 with Permit Group 

and NGOs 

� Sign In Sheet 

  Stakeholder Workshops  

  Stakeholder Workshop on May 25, 2011 

� Talking points from LWA prior to Board Workshop 

 

12/15/11  Stakeholder Workshop on December 15, 2011  

  � Notice of Workshop 

� Lyris List 

� Sign In Sheet 

� Staff Presentations 

• Minimum Control Measure Workshop (MCM) 

• Regulation of Non-Stormwater Discharges 

� Handout 

• Draft Core Permit Requirements-Table of Objectives, 

Elements and Issues 

 

 

1/23/12 

 Comment Received on December 15, 2011 Workshop 

• Water Replenishment District of Southern California 
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Date Section Item Page 

 (WRD) 

1/23/12  Stakeholder Workshop on January 23, 2012  

  � Sign In Sheet 

� Draft Watershed Management Area Permittee-Active TMDLs 

List 

� Staff Presentations 

• LA County MS4 Permit Workshop 

• PG Environmental, LLC Presentation 

� Draft List of TMDLs by Watershed Management Area (WMA) 

 

 

1/31/12 

2/9/12 

2/9/12 

 Comments Received on January 23, 2012 Workshop 

• City of La Canada Flintridge 

• LA Permit Group 

• County of Los Angeles, DPW 

 

  Stakeholders Workshop on March 1, 2012  

  � Sign In Sheet 

� Speaker Times Needed Tracking Sheet 

� Speaker Cards 

� Staff Presentations 

• Greater LA County MS4 Permit-Monitoring Program 

Requirements 

• Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) 
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Date Section Item Page 

• Minimum Control Measures (MCM) 

� Stakeholder’s Presentations 

• LA Permit Group 

� Transcript of Proceedings  

� Audio of Proceedings (CD) 

  Regional Board Workshops  

  Notice of Board Workshop on November 10, 2011  

10/28/11  � Notice of Workshop 

� Lyris List 

 

11/02/11  Revised Agenda Due to Location Change 

� Lyris List 

 

  Board Agenda Package to Regional Board Members  

  Board Workshop Package, Item 16 

� Item Summary 

� Los Angeles County MS4 Permit Status and Development 

� Attachment A-Survey Monkey on-Line Survey 

� Attachment B- TMDLs By Watershed Management Area 

� Attachment C-Permittees By Watershed Management Area 

� Attachment D- Permittees By AB 2554-Defined Watershed 

Authority Group- Draft 

� Attachment E- Summary On-Line Survey Results 
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� Attachment F-Preliminary Recommendations Regarding SWMP 

Permit Requirements 

  Board Workshop on November 10, 2011  

  � Sign In Sheet 

� Speaker Cards 

� Staff Presentations 

• LA County MS4 Permit: Boa Workshop, Item 16 

• Storm Water Management Program: Minimum Control 

Measures 

� Presentation by Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 

County of Los Angeles 

� Statement by Steve Myrter, Director of Public Works, City of 

Signal Hill 

 

  Comment Received Prior to April 5, 2012 Board Workshop  

3/20/12  � Comment letter from Association of California Water Agencies, 

California-Nevada American Water Works Association, 

California Water Association 

 

  Notice of Board Workshop on April 5, 2012  

3/20/12 

 

3/22/12 

 � Notice of Workshop 

� Lyris List 

� Notice to Community Water System Operators and Local Fire 
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3/22/12 

Departments 

� Agenda 

� Mailing Labels 

� Short Form Agenda Lyris List 

  Change of April 5, 2012 Board Workshop Topics  

3/26/12  � Notice to LA County MS4 Permittees and Interested Parties 

� Email Address 

� Lyris List 

 

  Transmittal of Non Storm Water Discharge Prohibitions  

3/28/12 

3/28/12 

 � Notice 

� Staff Working Proposal - LA County MS4 Permit 

 

  April 5, 2012 Board Workshop  

  � Sign In Sheet 

� Speaker Cards 

� Staff Presentations 

• Los Angeles MS4 Permit: Board Workshop 

• LA County MS4 Permit Reissuance Board Workshop: 

Non-Storm Water Discharges 

� Stakeholders Presentations 

• City of Los Angeles,  City of LA, Sanitation, Dept. of 

Public Works, and City of LA Stormwater Program 
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• Ray Tahir 

• Association of California Water Agencies, American 

WaterWorks Association, California Water Association 

• City of Downey 

 

4/5/12 

4/13/12 

4/18/12 

 Comment from April 5, 2012 Workshop 

� Michael Blum 

� City of Los Angeles 

� City of Downey 

 

  Notice of Board Workshop on May 3. 2012  

 

 

4/23/12 

 

 

4/26/12 

 

5/2/12 

 

 � Notice of Workshop 

� Lyris List 

� Notice of Information Regarding May 3, 2012 Workshop 

� Revised Agenda 

� Lyris List 

� Notice of Location Clarification on May 3, 2012 Workshop 

� Lyris List 

� Notice of Start Time for MS4 Permit  

� Lyris List 

 

  Board Workshop on May 3, 2012  

  � Sign In Sheet 

� Speaker Cards 
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� Staff Presentations 

• MS4 Key Provisions and Issue  

• LA County MS4: 3
rd

 Board Workshop 

  � Stakeholders Presentations 

• Los Angeles Permit Group 

• Ray Tahir 

• Heal the Bay, NRDC and Santa Monica Baykeeper 

• City of Downey 

 

   Comments on the May 3, 2012 Board Workshop  

 

5/3/12 

5/11/12 

5/11/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

 � Comments 

• Dr. Jeff Harris, MD MPH 

• Joyce Dillard 

• City of Downey 

• City of La Verne 

• City of Los Angeles 

• City of Malibu 

• City of Monrovia 

• City of Signal Hill 

• City of Vernon (Health & Environmental Control Dept.) 

• City of Vernon (Community Services & Water Dept.) 
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5/14/12 

5/14/12 

5/14/12 

• County of Los Angeles, DPW 

• Best Best & Krieger, (BBK) Attorneys at Law 

• LA Permit Group 

• NRDC, Santa Monica Baykeeper, and Heal the Bay 

  Extension for Submitting written Comments on Working Proposal  

5/8/12  � Notice 

� Lyris Confirmation 

� Lyris List 

 

  References  

  I. Facility Information  

  State of the Watershed Reports: 

• The Santa Clara River Watershed, November 2006 

• The Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area (2
nd

 

edition), November 2011 

• Dominguez Channel and Los Angeles/ Long Beach Harbors 

Watershed Management Area, October 2008 

 

Watershed Management Initiative Chapter, December 2007 

• Chapter 2.3 Los Angeles River Watershed 

• Chapter 2.4 San Gabriel River Watershed 

• Chapter 2.5 Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay WMA 

• Chapter 2.10 Calleguas Creek Watershed 
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  II. Findings and Legal Decisions  

  • County of Los Angeles et al. v. California State Water 

Resources Control Board et al. (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 

985 

 

• LA MS4 Mandates Superior Court decision 

 

• Statement of Decision from Phase 1 Trial on Petitions for 

Writ of Mandate, In Re Los Angeles County Municipal 

Storm Water Permit Litigation, Los Angeles Superior 

Court, Lead Case No. BS 080548, Related Cases: BS 

080753, BS 080758, BS 080791, BS 080792, and BS 

080807 (March 24, 2005) 

 

• Statement of Decision from Phase 1 Trial on Petitions for 

Writ of Mandate, In Re Los Angeles County Municipal 

Storm Water Permit Litigation, Los Angeles Superior 

Court, Lead Case No. BS 080548, Related Cases: BS 

080753, BS 080758, BS 080791, BS 080792, and BS 

080807 (March 24, 2005) 

 

• State Water Resources Control Board. Order No. WQ 99-

05. 

 

• United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

Establishing total maximum daily load (TMDL) 

wasteload allocations (WLAs) for storm water sources 

and NPDES permit requirements based on those WLAs. 

Office of Water. Memorandum to Water Division 

Directors Regions 1-10. November 22, 2002. 
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• United State Environmental Protection Agency. Revisions 

to the November 22, 2002 Memorandum "Establishing 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Waste Load 

Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and 

NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs" 

Office of Water. Memorandum to Water Management 

Division Directors Regions 1-10. November 12, 2010. 

  III. Discharge Prohibitions  

  • American Water Works Association – California - Nevada 

Section. Guidelines for the Development of Your Best 

Management Practices (BMP) Manual for Drinking Water 

System Releases. 2005. 

 

• Awwa Research Foundation and USEPA. Environmental 

Impacts of Non-Treatment Discharges from Drinking Water 

Utilities. 2007. 

 

• California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection – 

California State Fire Marshal. WATER-BASED FIRE 

PROTECTION SYSTEMS DISCHARGE BEST 

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES MANUAL. September 2011. 

 

• CASQA. California Stormwater BMP Handbook – Municipal. 

Non-Stormwater Discharges (SC-10). 2003. 

 

• City of Corona Fire Department et al. Best Management 

Practices Plan for Urban Runoff Management. May 1, 2004. 

 

• City of El Segundo and USEPA. 2011. Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer System (MS4) Compliance Inspection. Inspection 

Report. November 22, 2011 
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• City of LA. Best Management Practices – Swimming Pool, Spa, 

and Fountain Maintenance.  

 

• City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. Pollution 

Prevention Plan for Water System Discharges. Wastewater 

Quality Compliance Group. 2008 

 

• Culver City and USEPA. 2011. Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer System (MS4) Compliance Inspection. Inspection Report. 

November 22, 2011 

 

• Federal Register. Rules and Regulations. November 16, 1990. 

 

• Golden State Water Company. Water Pollution Control 

Program- Potable Water Distribution System Releases for 

Unincorporated Areas of Los Angeles County. June 2007 

 

• Hagan, Catherine. Tentative Order No. R9-2010-0016, 

Regulation of Non-Storm Water Discharges, Consideration of 

Economics and Unfunded State Mandates. October 26, 2010. 

 

• Los Angeles Regional Water Board. Resolution No. 98-08. 

Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal Storm 

Water and Urban Runoff Management Programs in Los Angeles 

County. [Need City of LA study cited… is it in 2001 AR?] 

 

• Los Angeles Water Board’s Response to County of Los Angeles 

and Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s (Collectively,  

“The County”) Petition and Supplemental Statement (November 

20, 2008). 
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• LWA. Proposed Conditions to Allow for the Continued 

Exemption of Landscape Irrigation Discharges. January 30, 

2012. 

 

• Opposition Brief of Respondent State Water Resources Control 

Board and Respondent California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, Los Angeles Region, to the County of Los 

Angeles’ and Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s 

Petition for Writ of Mandate. County of Los Angeles and Los 

Angeles County Flood Control District v. State Water Board; 

California Regional Water Board, Los Angeles Region. Case 

No. BS122724. 

 

• PA Department of Health. Fact Sheet on Cyanuric Acid and 

Stabilized Chlorine Products. 

 

• Pirarat, N. et al. The Pathological Effects of Melamine and 

Cyanuric Acid in the Diet of Walking Catfish (Clarius 

batrachus). J Comp Pathol. 2012 Feb 6. 

 

• Statements of Decision in RE L.A. COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

STORM WATER PERMIT LITIGATION [Cities Of Arcadia, et 

al. v. RWQCB, LASC Case No. BS080548; City of Los Angeles 

v. RWQCB, LASC Case No. BS080753; County of Los Angeles 

v. RWQCB; LASC Case No. BS080758; City of Alhambra v. 

RWQCB, LASC Case No. BS080791; Los Angeles County 

EDC v. RWQCB, LASC Case No. BS080792; City of 

Monrovia, et al. v. RWQCB, LASC Case No. BS 080807] 

(March 25, 2005). 

 

• State Water Board. Attachment B – Special Protections for 
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Areas of Special Biological Significance, Governing Point 

Source Discharges of Storm Water and Nonpoint Source Waste 

Discharges. March 16, 2012 version. 

 

• State Water Board. Attachment B – Special Protections for 

Areas of Special Biological Significance, Governing Point 

Source Discharges of Storm Water and Nonpoint Source Waste 

Discharges. Flow chart. 

 

• USEPA. Model Ordinances to Protect Local Resources – Illicit 

Discharges. 

http://www.epa.gov/owow/NPS/ordinance/mo15.htm (accessed 

on 5/8/2012). 

 

• USEPA. Storm Water Management Fact Sheet – Non-Storm 

Water Discharges to Storm Sewers. EPA 832-F-99-022. 

September 1999. 

  IV. Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications  

  • Hagan, Catherine. Regulatory Authority for Imposing Numeric 

Effluent Limits on Dry Weather, Non-Storm Water Discharges, 

in Municipal Storm Water Permits. Memo to Chairman Wright 

and San Diego Regional Water Board Members. November 5, 

2009. 

 

 

  V. Receiving Water Limitations  
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  VI. Provisions  

  A. Standard Provisions  

  • 40 CFR 122.26(d)  

  B. Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) 

Requirements 

 

  • Alteration of streamflow magnitudes and potential ecological 

consequences: a multiregional assessment. Carlisle D.M., 

Wolock, and Meador. 

 

• Chapman, G.A., D.L. Denton, and J.M. Lazorchak, eds., Short-

Termi Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents 

and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine 

Organisms. 1st ed.  EPA/600/R-95-136. National Health and 

Ecological Effect Research Laboratory, Newport, Oregon, EPA 

Region IX, San Franceisco, CA, National Exposure Research 

Laboratory, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

 

• Comparability of Suspended-Sediment Concentration and Total 

Suspended Solids Data, Gray et al., USGS 

 

• Denton DL, Miller JM, Stuber RA. 2007. EPA Regions 8, 9 and 

10 toxicity training tool (TTT). January 2010. San Francisco, 

CA. Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of the 

NPDES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal 

Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

 

• Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES 

Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer Systems 
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• Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Precipitation.  

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/Precip/index.cfmEffluents and 

Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms. 4th ed. EPA 821-R-

02-013. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,  Office of 

Water (4303T), Washington, D.C. 

 

• NPDES MSGP 

 

• NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance Document, EPA 833-

8-92-001. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of 

Water (EN 336).  

 

• NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance Document. 

USEPA.1992. EPA 833-3-92-001. July 1992. 

 

• Rapid Evaluation of Sediment Budgets. 2004. Stream Systems 

Technology Center. Stream Notes. April 2004. 

 

• USEPA, Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 

Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Marine and 

Estuarine Organisms. 3rd ed. EPA-821-R-02-014. 

 

• Ventura County MS4 Monitoring Program, Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

 

  C. Special Provisions: Watershed Management Programs  
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  D. Special Provisions: Minimum Control Measures  

  • Hydromodification Effects on Flow Peaks and Durations in 

Southern California Urbanizing Watersheds; Robert J. Hawley, 

Brian P. Bledsoe, and Eric D. Stein 

 

• Investigation of the Feasibility and Benefits of Low-Impact Site 

Design Practices ("LID") for Ventura County. Richard R. 

Horner 

 

• LID Credit Calculator speadsheet 

 

• Memorandum to Tom Dalziel: Design of Integrated 

Management Practices Vertical Position of Underdrains in 

Bioretention Facilities Review and Interim Guidance; Dan 

Cloak, Dan Cloak Environmental Consulting 

 

• Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, Order No. R2-

2011-0083, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, Amendment 

Revising Order No. R2-2009-0074; California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region 

 

• Riparian Buffer Guidebook, Protecting Streams and River 

Corridors, Creating Effective Local Riparian Buffer Ordinances. 

Seth J. Wenger and Laurie Fowler. Public Policy Research 

Series, Carl Vinson Institute of Government. The University of 

Georgia. 2000. 

 

• Robert Pitt, National Stormwater Quality Database Version 3 

(http://unix.eng.ua.edu/~rpitt/Research/ms4/mainms4.shtml, last 

visited May 15, 2012.) 
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• Soil Quality--Urban Technical Note No. 2. Urban Soil 

Compaction.  United States Department of Agriculture, Natural 

Resources Conservation Service. March 2000. 

 

• South Orange County Hydromodification Management Plan. 

December 2011 

 

• Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, Stormwater Quality Requirements 

for Development Applications First Edition; Contra Costa Clean 

Water Program 

 

• Stream fish occurrence in response to impervious cover, historic 

land use, and hydrogeomorphic factors. Wenger S.J., J.T. 

Peterson, M.C. Freeman, B.J. Freeman, and D.D. Homans. 

 

• Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater Runoff 

Requirements for Federal Projects under Section 438 of the 

Energy Independence and Security Act, USEPA Office of Water 

 

• USEPA Trash Clarification Letter dated April 10, 2008; Signed 

by Alexis Strauss, USEPA 

 

• Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater 

Quality Control Measures Manual Update 2011; Prepared by 

Larry Walker Associates and Geosyntec Consultants 

 

• WERF, ASCE, USEPA, International Stormwater BMP 

Database  (http://www.bmpdatabase.org/BMPPerformance.htm, 

last visited May 31, 2012) 
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  E. Special Provisions: Total Maximum Daily Load 

Provisions 

 

  Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan, June 

13, 1994 

 

Chapter 2 Beneficial Uses approved by Regional Board on November 

10, 2011 

 

Chapter 7 Total Maximum Daily Loads approved by Regional Water 

Board on December 8, 2011 

 

Total Maximum Daily Loads BPAs not included in Chapter 7 as of 

December 8, 2011: 

• Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL,  

• Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator 

Bacteria TMDL 

• Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs TMDL 

• Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL 

• Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach 

Harbor Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

 

Total Maximum Daily Loads Staff Reports: 

• Total Maximum Daily Loads for Nitrogen Compounds and 

Related Effects in Los Angeles River and Tributaries, Revised 

July 10, 2003 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Loads for the Ballona Creek and 

Wetland, January 16, 2004 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Load for Lake Elizabeth, Munz 
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Lake and Lake Hughes in the Santa Clara River Watershed, July 

11, 2007 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Load for Machado Lake in the 

Dominguez Channel Watershed, July 11, 2007 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Load for Legg Lake, July 11, 2007 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Loads for the Los Angeles River 

Watershed, August 9, 2007 

• Trash Total Maximum Daily Load for the Malibu Creek 

Watershed, February 14, 2008 

• Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL, 

October 25, 2010 

 

Ballona Creek Trash Calculations Spreadsheets 

 

Santa Ana Region TMDL: 

• Middle Sana Ana River Watershed Waterbodies Bacterial 

Indicatory TMDL (Resolution No. R8-2005-0001 and 

Attachment to Resolution No. R8-2005-0001), August 26, 2005 

 

USEPA TMDLs: 

• Malibu Creek Nutrients TMDL, March 21, 2002 

• San Gabriel River Metals TMDL, March 26, 2007 

• Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL, March 17, 2010 

• Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDLs for Sediment and Invasive 

Exotic Vegetation, March 26, 2012 

• Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary 

TMDLs for Indicator Bacteria, March 26, 2012 
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• Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs for Nitrogen, Phosphorus, 

Mercury, Trash, Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs, March 

26, 2012 

 

• Santa Monica Bay TMDLs DDTs and PCBs, March 26, 2012 

 

• 2004 Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Coordinated 

Shoreline Monitoring Plan 

 

• Public Review Period and Tentative Approval of Changes to the 

Santa Monica Bay Shoreline Monitoring Requirements 

Contained in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Under the 

Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Discharge Permit 

(NPDES NO. CAS004001) and the Santa Monica Bay Beaches 

Bacterial TMDLs 

 

• Final Approval of Changes to the Santa Monica Bay Shoreline 

Monitoring Requirements Contained in the Monitoring and the 

Reporting Program Under the Los Angeles County Municipal 

Storm Water Discharge Permit (NPDES NO. CAS004001) to 

Conform to the Extent Possible with the Santa Monica Beaches 

Bacterial TMDLs 

 

• Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Implementation 

Plans for Jurisdictional Groups 1 through 7 (2005) 

 

• Dwight, R. H. et al., Estimating the Economic Burden from 

Illnesses Associated with Recreational Coastal Water Pollution – 

A Case Study in Orange County, California, Journal of 

Environmental Management, 76(2): 95-103 (2005) 
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• Given, S., L. H. Pendleton, and A. B. Boehm, Regional Public 

Health Cost Estimates of Contaminated Coastal Waters: A Case 

Study of Gastroenteritis at Southern California Beaches, Env. 

Sci. Technol. (2006) 

 

• Gold, M., M. Bartlett, J. Dorsey, and C. McGee, An assessment 

of inputs of fecal indicator organisms and human enteric viruses 

from two Santa Monica Bay storm drains. A technical report 

prepared for the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. 1990. 

 

• Gold, M., M. Bartlett, J. Dorsey, and C. McGee. Storm drains as 

a source of indicators to the nearshore waters of Santa Monica 

Bay. A technical report prepared for the Santa Monica Bay 

Restoration Project. 1991. 

 

• Gold, M., M. Bartlett, C. McGee, and G. Deets. Pathogens and 

indicators in storm drains within the Santa Monica Bay 

watershed. A technical report prepared for the Santa Monica 

Bay Restoration Project. 1992. 

 

• Pendleton, L. and Kildow, J., The Non-Market Value of Beach 

Recreation, Shore and Beach 74 (2): 34-37 (2006). 

 

• USC Sea Grant, Huntington Beach Closure Investigation: 

Technical Review (2000). 

 

• Gold, Mark Andrew. What are the health risks of swimming in 

Santa Monica Bay?: An examination of the issues surrounding 

the public health debate. Dissertation, University of California, 

Los Angeles. 1994. 
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• Haile, Robert W., John S. Witte, Mark Gold, Ron Cressey, 

Charles McGee, Robert C. Millikan, Alice Glasser, Nina 

Harawa, Carolyn Ervin, Patricia Harmon, Janice Harper, John 

Dermand, James Alamillo, Kevin Barrett, Mitchell Nides, and 

Guang-yu Wang. The health effects of swimming in ocean water 

contaminated by storm drain runoff. Epidemiology 10(4):355-

363. 1999. 

 

• Taggart, Mitzy. Factors affecting shoreline fecal bacteria 

densities around freshwater outlets at two marine beaches. 

Dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles. 2002. 

 

• County of Los Angeles. Dry weather discharge treatment 

feasibility study. Department of Public Works, Watershed 

Management Division. 2003. 

 

• United States Environmental Protection Agency. Establishing 

TMDL “Daily” Loads in Light of the Decision by the U.S. Court 

of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in Friends of the Earth, Inc. v. 

EPA et al., No. 05-5015, (April 25, 2006) and Implications for 

NPDES Permits. November 15, 2006. 

 

• United States Environmental Protection Agency. Establishing 

total maximum daily load (TMDL) wasteload allocations 

(WLAs) for storm water sources and NPDES permit 

requirements based on those WLAs. Office of Water. 

Memorandum to Water Division Directors Regions 1-10. 

November 22, 2002. 

 

 

 

 

RB-AR4092



LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 

FOR 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT 

FOR MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) DISCHARGES WITHIN THE 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, INCLUDING UNINCORPORATED 

AREAS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES THEREIN, 

EXCEPT THE CITIES OF AVALON AND LONG BEACH 

(NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001) 

 

September 6-7, 2012 

(last updated June 6, 2012) 

 

Date Section Item Page 

• United States Environmental Protection Agency. Interim 

permitting approach for water quality-based effluent limitations 

in storm water permits. EPA 833-D-96-001. Office of Water. 

1996. 

 

• Wang, Guang-yu. E-mail correspondence to Mark Gold, Heal 

the Bay, re: Low flow diversion treatment projects sum_1.xls. 

September 12, 2006. 

 

• Hanemann, M., L. Pendleton, C. Mohn, J. Hilger, K. Kurisawa, 

D. Layton, C. Busch, and F. Vasquez. 2004. Using revealed 

preference models to estimate the effect of coastal water quality 

on beach choice in Southern California. 

 

• Morton, J. and L. Pendleton. 2001. A Database of Beach 

Attendance, State Water Resources Control Board. (on CD in 

MS Excel format) 

 

• State Water Resources Control Board. 2006. Summary of 

AB411 Postings 2000-2006. Beach Watch Database. 

  F. Special Provisions: Miscellaneous Provisions    

  • Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 2010-

2011Stormwater Monitoring Report, Appendices B.1 and B.2, 

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/NPDES/2010-11tc.cfm.  Accessed 

on 5/21/2012. 

 

• Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Stormwater 

Monitoring Reports 2005 – 2011, 

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/NPDES/report_directory.cfm. 

Accessed on 5/20/2012 
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Nickel, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

85.0 37.1 74.5 205.0 78.2 156.9 350.0 123.0 246.7 

90.0 39.0 78.2 210.0 79.8 160.2 360.0 125.9 252.7 

95.0 40.8 81.9 215.0 81.4 163.4 370.0 128.9 258.6 

100.0 42.6 85.5 220.0 83.0 166.6 380.0 131.8 264.5 

105.0 44.4 89.1 225.0 84.6 169.8 390.0 134.8 270.4 

110.0 46.2 92.7 230.0 86.2 173.0 400.0 137.7 276.2 

115.0 48.0 96.2 235.0 87.8 176.1 >400 137.7 276.2 

120.0 49.7 99.8 240.0 89.4 179.3    

 

Zinc, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 4.7 9.4 125.0 72.0 144.5 245.0 127.4 255.6 

10.0 8.5 17.0 130.0 74.5 149.4 250.0 129.6 260.0 

15.0 11.9 24.0 135.0 76.9 154.2 255.0 131.8 264.4 

20.0 15.2 30.6 140.0 79.3 159.1 260.0 134.0 268.8 

25.0 18.4 37.0 145.0 81.7 163.9 265.0 136.1 273.1 

30.0 21.5 43.1 150.0 84.1 168.6 270.0 138.3 277.5 

35.0 24.5 49.1 155.0 86.4 173.4 275.0 140.5 281.9 

40.0 27.4 55.0 160.0 88.8 178.1 280.0 142.6 286.2 

45.0 30.3 60.8 165.0 91.1 182.8 285.0 144.8 290.5 

50.0 33.1 66.5 170.0 93.5 187.5 290.0 146.9 294.8 

55.0 35.9 72.1 175.0 95.8 192.2 295.0 149.1 299.1 

60.0 38.7 77.6 180.0 98.1 196.8 300.0 151.2 303.4 

65.0 41.4 83.0 185.0 100.4 201.4 310.0 155.5 312.0 

70.0 44.1 88.4 190.0 102.7 206.0 320.0 159.7 320.5 

75.0 46.7 93.7 195.0 105.0 210.6 330.0 163.9 328.9 

80.0 49.3 99.0 200.0 107.3 215.2 340.0 168.1 337.4 

85.0 51.9 104.2 205.0 109.5 219.8 350.0 172.3 345.8 

90.0 54.5 109.4 210.0 111.8 224.3 360.0 176.5 354.1 

95.0 57.1 114.5 215.0 114.0 228.8 370.0 180.6 362.4 

100.0 59.6 119.6 220.0 116.3 233.3 380.0 184.8 370.7 

105.0 62.1 124.7 225.0 118.5 237.8 390.0 188.9 379.0 

110.0 64.6 129.7 230.0 120.7 242.3 400.0 193.0 387.2 

115.0 67.1 134.7 235.0 123.0 246.7 >400 193.0 387.2 

120.0 69.6 139.6 240.0 125.2 251.2    
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VIII. MUNICIPAL ACTION LEVELS 

 
Conventional Pollutants  
 
Pollutants pH TSS 

mg/L 
COD 
mg/L 

Kjedahl 
Nitrogen (TKN) 
mg/L 

Nitrate & Nitrite- 
total mg/L 

P- total 
mg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
7.70
6.0-
9.0 

 
264.1 
26.3 

 
247.5 
32 

 
4.59 
0.80 

 
1.85 
0.34 

 
0.80 
0.14 

 
 
Metals 
 
Pollutants Cd- total 

µg/L 
Cr-total 
µg/L 

Cu- total 
µg/L 

Pb- total 
µg/L 

Ni- total 
µg/L 

Zn- total 
µg/L 

Hg- total 
µg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
2.52 
0.44 

 
20.20 
3.7 

 
71.12 
7 

 
102.00 
5 

 
27.43 
4.8 

 
641.3 
40 

 
0.32 
0.1 

 
 
This Order establishes Municipal Action Levels (MALs) to identify subwatersheds requiring 
additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutant loads and prioritize 
implementation of additional BMPs.  MALs for selected pollutants are based on nationwide 
Phase I MS4 monitoring data for pollutants in storm water 
(http://unix.eng.ua.edu/~rpitt/Research/ms4/mainms4.shtmlhttp://unix.eng.ua.edu/~rpitt/Resear
ch/Research.shtml, last visited on May 9, 2012).  The MALs were obtained by computing the 
upper 25th percentile for selected pollutants for Rain Zone 6.  
 
Under this Order, the Municipal Action Levels (MALs) shall be utilized by Permittees to identify 
subwatersheds discharging pollutants at levels in excess of the MALs.   Within those 
subwatersheds where pollutant levels in the discharge are in excess of the MALs, Permittees 
shall implement controls and measures necessary to reduce the discharge of pollutants.  
 
In order to determine if MS4 discharges are in excess of the MALs, Permittees shall conduct 
outfall monitoring as required in the Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) (Attachment E).  
A MAL Assessment Report shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
as part of the Annual Report. The MAL Assessment Report shall present the monitoring data in 
comparison to the applicable MALs, and identify those subwatersheds with a running average 
of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs listed in this attachment in 
discharges of storm water from the MS4. 
 
Beginning in Year 3 after the effective date of this Order, each Permittee shall submit a MAL 
Action Plan with the Annual Report (first MAL Action Plan due with December 15, 2013 Annual 
Report) to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, for those subwatersheds with a 
running average of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs in any discharge of 
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storm water from the MS4.  The plan shall include an assessment of the sources responsible 
for the MAL exceedances, the existing storm water programs and BMPs that address those 
sources, an assessment of potential program enhancements, alternative BMPs and actions the 
Permittee shall implement to reduce discharges to a level that is equivalent to or below the 
MALs, and an implementation schedule for such actions for Executive Officer approval.  The 
MAL Action Plan shall provide the technical rationale to demonstrate the proposed measures 
and controls will attain the MALs.  If the MAL Action Plan is not approved within 90 days of the 
due date, the Executive Officer may establish an appropriate plan with at least 90 day 
notification and consultation to the Permittees.  
 
Within 90 days of the plan approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, the 
Permittee shall initiate the BMPs and actions proposed in the MAL Action Plan, together with 
any other practicable BMPs or actions that the Executive Officer determines to be necessary to 
meet the MALs.  The Permittee shall complete the proposed actions in accordance with the 
approved implementation schedule.  
 
Upon completion of the actions specified in the approved MAL Action Plan, the Permittee shall 
re-monitor the subject subwatershed in accordance with the MRP, and submit a Post-Project 
MAL Assessment Report to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 
 
As additional data become available through the MRP or from the Regional Subset of the 
National Dataset, MALs may be revised annually by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer in accordance with an equivalent statistical method as that used to establish the MALs 
in this attachment with at least 90 day notification and consultation to the Permittees. 
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in outfalls at the Boeing Santa Susana Field Laboratory that have potential municipal 
applications.  
 
To provide clarification to the Regional Water Boards, the State Water Board’s Office of 
Chief Counsel issued a memorandum dated February 11, 1993 regarding the “Definition 
of ‘Maximum Extent Practicable’”. In the memorandum, the State Water Board 
interpreted the MEP standard to entail “a serious attempt to comply,” and that under the 
MEP standard, “practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.” The memorandum 
states, “[i]n selecting BMPs which will achieve MEP, it is important to remember that 
municipalities will be responsible to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to 
the maximum extent practicable. This means choosing effective BMPs, and rejecting 
applicable BMPs only where other effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the 
BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost would be prohibitive.” The 
memorandum further states that, “[a]fter selecting a menu of BMPs, it is of course the 
responsibility of the discharger to insure that all BMPs are implemented.” 
 
This Order includes programmatic requirements in six areas pursuant to 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv) as well as numeric design standards for storm water runoff from new 
development and redevelopment consistent with the federal MEP standard (see State 
Water Board Order WQ 2000-11, the “LA SUSMP Order”). This Order also includes 
protocols for periodically evaluating and modifying or adding control measures, 
consistent with the concept that MEP is an evolving and flexible standard. 
 
This Order also provides for the use of municipal action levels (“MALs”) derived from the 
National Stormwater Quality Database (NSQD), as a means of evaluating the overall 
effectiveness of a Permittee’s storm water management program in reducing pollutant 
loads from a particular drainage area and in order to assess compliance with the MEP 
standard. Finally, this Order includes BMP Performance Standards derived from the 
International BMP Database as a guide for BMP selection and design, and as a tool for 
evaluating the effectiveness of individual post-construction BMPs in reducing pollutant 
loads and assessing compliance with the MEP standard. USEPA recommends the use 
of numeric benchmarks for BMPs to estimate BMP effectiveness and as triggers for 
taking additional actions such as evaluating the effectiveness of individual BMPs, 
implementing and/or modifying BMPs, or providing additional measures to protect water 
quality.15 
 

C. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 

In addition to requiring that MS4 permits include technology based requirements 
consistent with the MEP standard, section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA authorizes the 
inclusion of “such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of [] pollutants.”16 This requirement gives USEPA or the State 

                                            
15

 See USEPA November 22, 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations 
(WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.” 

16
 The first and second iterations of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit relied solely upon requirements consistent with the 
MEP standard to work toward achieving water quality standards. Note that the MEP standard is distinct from a water quality 
based standard; each has a different basis. Therefore, while from a practical point of view, the goal of all MS4 permit 
conditions is to control pollutants in discharges to ultimately achieve certain water quality outcomes, water quality based 
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ATTACHMENT F – FACT SHEET 

As described in Part II of this Order, this Fact Sheet sets forth the significant sets forth the 
significant factual, legal, methodological, and policy rationale that serve as the basis for the 
requirements of this Order. 

This Order has been prepared under a standardized format to accommodate a broad range of 
discharge requirements for dischargers in California.  Only those sections or subsections of 
this Order that are specifically identified as “not applicable” have been determined not to apply 
to the Dischargers covered by this Order.  Sections or subsections of this Order not specifically 
identified as “not applicable” are fully applicable to the Dischargers. 

I. PERMIT INFORMATION 

The following table summarizes administrative information related to the facility and the 
Dischargers. 

Table F-1. Facility and Discharger Information 

WDID Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Dischargers 

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 incorporated cities within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District with the exception of the City of 
Long Beach (See Table 4 of Order) 

Name of Facility 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) within the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 incorporated cities within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District  

Facility Address Various 

Facility Contact, Title and 
Phone 

Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Mailing Address Various (See Table 4 of Order) 

Billing Address Same as above 

Type of Facility Large Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)1  

Major or Minor Facility Major 

                                            
1
 According to 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(8), “[a] municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) means a conveyance or system of 
conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains): 

(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body (created 
by or pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other 
wastes, including special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage 
district, or similar entity, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and 
approved management agency under section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States; 

(ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water; 
(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and 
(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.” 
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Watersheds 

(1) Santa Clara River Watershed; (2) Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed Management Area, including Malibu Creek Watershed 
and Ballona Creek Watershed; (3) Los Angeles River Watershed; 
(4) Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles/Long Beach 
Harbors Watershed Management Area; (5) Los Cerritos Channel 
and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area;(6) San Gabriel 
River Watershed; and (7) Santa Ana River Watershed 

Receiving Water 

Surface waters identified in Tables 2-1, 2-1a, 2-3, and 2-4, and 
Appendix 1, Table 1 of the Water Quality Control Plan - Los 
Angeles Region (Basin Plan), and other unidentified tributaries to 
these surface waters within the following Watershed Management 
Areas:  
(1) Santa Clara River Watershed;  

(2) Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area, including 
Malibu Creek Watershed and Ballona Creek Watershed;  
(3) Los Angeles River Watershed;  

(4) Dominguez Channel and Greater Los Angeles/Long Beach 
Harbors Watershed Management Area;  

(5) Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed 
Management Area; 
(6) San Gabriel River Watershed; and 

(7) Santa Ana River Watershed2. 

Receiving Water Type 
Inland surface waters, estuarine waters, and marine waters, 
including wetlands, lakes, rivers, estuaries, lagoons, harbors, 
bays, and beaches 

 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the 84 
municipalities listed in Table F-2 above are the owners and/or operators3 of the Los 
Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (hereinafter Facility). 

For the purposes of this Order, the entities listed in Table 4 of the Order are hereinafter 
referred to separately as “Permittees” and jointly as the “Dischargers.”  References to 
“discharger” or “permittee” or “co-permittee” or “municipality” in applicable federal and state 
laws, regulations, plans, or policy are held to be equivalent to references to the Dischargers 
or Permittees herein. 

II. FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of the Los Angeles County MS4 

The Los Angeles County MS4, like many MS4s in the nation, is based on regional 
floodwater management systems that use both natural and altered water bodies to 
achieve flood management goals. The Los Angeles County MS4 is a large 

                                            
2
 Note that the Santa Ana River Watershed lies primarily within the boundaries of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. However, a portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed lies within the jurisdictions of Pomona and Claremont in 
Los Angeles County. The primary receiving water within the Los Angeles County portion of the Chino Basin subwatershed is 
San Antonio Creek. 

3
 Owner or operator means the owner or operator of any facility or activity subject to regulation under the NPDES program (40 
CFR § 122.2). 
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interconnected system, controlled in large part by the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD), among others, and used by multiple cities along with Los Angeles 
County. This extensive system conveys storm water and non-storm water across 
municipal boundaries where it is commingled within the MS4 and then discharged to a 
receiving water body.  
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control Act was passed in 1915. The original Los 
Angeles MS4 was developed in the 1930s by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(ACOE). As Los Angeles began to grow rapidly in the 1920s and 1930s, storm water 
that was once absorbed by acres of undeveloped land began to run off the newly paved 
and developed areas, leading to an increased amount of water flowing into the region’s 
rivers and local creeks. These waterways could not contain the increased amount of 
water and the region experienced extensive flooding. In response, the ACOE lined the 
Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek with concrete and initiated the development of an 
underground urban drainage system. As Los Angeles continued to grow, the complex 
drainage system we now know as the Los Angeles County MS4 developed. 
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District boundaries encompass more than 3,000 
square miles, 85 incorporated cities, unincorporated areas, and approximately 2.1 
million land parcels. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns drainage 
infrastructure, including owning or maintaining easements for drainage facilities and 
access, within incorporated and unincorporated areas in every watershed in the Los 
Angeles Region, including 500 miles of open channels, 2,900 miles of underground 
storm drains, over 80,000 catch basins, and 52 pump stations.  
 
The total length of the greater LA County MS4, and the locations of all storm drain 
connections, are not known exactly, as a comprehensive map for the MS4 does not 
exist.  Rough estimates, based on information from the LACFCD and large 
municipalities (population > 100,000), indicate that the length exceeds 4,300 miles, as 
shown below.   
 
Table F-2. Extent of LA County MS4 
 

Permittee Area 

(Square Miles) 

Catch Basins Storm Drain 

Length 

Open Channel Length 

LA County 3,100 73,000 2,650 miles 450 miles 

City of LA 469  30,000 1,600 miles 31 miles 

El Monte 10 316 11 miles 0.4 mile 

Glendale 30.6 1,100 Unknown Unknown 

Inglewood 9 1,157 12 miles Unknown 

Pasadena 26 1,050 30 Unknown 

Santa Monica 8.3 850 Unknown Unknown 
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Permittee Area 

(Square Miles) 

Catch Basins Storm Drain 

Length 

Open Channel Length 

Torrance 20 2,000 20 miles 3 miles 

TOTAL  109,473 4,323 484.4 

 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District also owns the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works headquarters building and Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District maintenance yards to support its field operations.  
 
Storm water and non-storm water are conveyed through the MS4 and ultimately 
discharged into receiving waters of the Los Angeles Region. The Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District’s infrastructure receives storm water and non-storm water flows 
from various sources. These flows come from MS4s owned by other Permittees 
covered by this Order and other public agencies that connect to the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District’s infrastructure, NPDES permitted discharges, discharges 
authorized by the USEPA (including discharges subject to a decision document 
approved pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA)), groundwater, and natural flows.  
 
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns its headquarters building located at 
900 South Fremont Avenue in the City of Alhambra, California. The facility includes a 
fueling station and a wash rack that discharges to the sanitary sewer. The wash rack is 
used to wash Department of Public Works vehicles. The Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District also operates 12 flood maintenance yards. Materials and equipment 
associated with maintaining the flood control facilities are stored at the yards.  
 
The requirements contained in this Order apply to the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District, 84 cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and the 
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County under County jurisdiction, with the 
exception of the City of Long Beach. Under the previous Order, Order No. 01-182, the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District was designated the Principal Permittee, and 
the County of Los Angeles and the 84 incorporated cities were designated co-
Permittees. However, in this Order, the role of Principal Permittee has been eliminated. 
This Order divides Los Angeles County into seven Watershed Management Areas 
(WMAs).  
 

B. The Need to Regulate Discharges from MS4s 

The quality of storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s is fundamentally 
important to the health of the environment and the quality of life in Southern California.  
Polluted storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s are a leading cause of 
water quality impairment in the Los Angeles Region.  Storm water and non-storm water 
discharges are often contaminated with pesticides, fertilizers, fecal indicator bacteria 
and associated pathogens, trash, automotive byproducts, and many other toxic 
substances generated by activities in the urban environment.  Water that flows over 
streets, parking lots, construction sites, and industrial, commercial, residential, and 
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municipal areas carries these untreated pollutants through the MS4 directly into the 
receiving waters of the Region. The water quality impacts, ecosystem impacts, and 
increased public health risks from MS4 discharges that affect receiving waters 
nationwide and throughout Los Angeles County, including its coastline, are well 
documented.  
 
The National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) Study (USEPA 1983) showed that MS4 
discharges draining from residential, commercial, and light industrial areas contain 
significant loadings of total suspended solids and other pollutants. Many studies 
continue to support the conclusions of the NURP Study. The NURP Study also found 
that pollutant levels from illicit discharges were high enough to significantly degrade 
receiving water quality, and threaten aquatic life, wildlife, and human health. The 
general findings and conclusions of the NURP Study are reiterated in the more recent 
2008 National Research Council report “Urban Runoff Management in the United 
States” as well as in a regional study, “Sources, Patterns and Mechanisms of storm 
Water Pollutant Loading from Watersheds and Land Uses of the Greater Los Angeles 
Area, California,” SCCWRP Technical Report 510 (2007), funded in large part by the 
Regional Water Board.  
 
Some of the conclusions of the 2007 regional study were as follows. 
 
Storm water runoff from watershed and land use based sources is a significant 
contributor of pollutant loading and often exceeds water quality standards. High 
pollutant concentrations were observed throughout the study at both mass emission 
(ME) and land use (LU) sites. Pollutant concentrations frequently exceeded water 
quality standards.  
 
Storm water Event Mean Concentrations (EMCs), fluxes and loads were substantially 
lower from undeveloped open space areas when compared to developed urbanized 
watersheds. Storms sampled from less developed watersheds produced pollutant 
EMCs and fluxes that were one to two orders of magnitude lower than comparably sized 
storms in urbanized watersheds. Furthermore, the higher fluxes from developed 
watersheds were generated by substantially less rainfall than the lower fluxes from the 
undeveloped watersheds, presumably due to increased impervious surface area in 
developed watersheds.  
 
The Los Angeles region contributed a similar range of storm water runoff pollutant loads 
as that of other regions of the United States. Comparison of constituent concentrations 
in storm water runoff from land use sites from this study reveal median EMCs that are 
comparable to U.S. averages reported in the National Storm water Quality Database 
(NSQD; Pitt et al., 2003). Comparison to the NSQD data set provides insight to spatial 
and temporal patterns in constituent concentrations in urban systems. Similarities 
between levels reported in the NSQD and this study suggest that land-based 
concentrations in southern California storm water are generally comparable to those in 
other parts of the country. 
 
Peak concentrations for all constituents were observed during the early part of the 
storm. Constituent concentrations varied with time over the course of storm events. For 
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all storms sampled, the highest constituent concentrations occurred during the early 
phases of storm water runoff with peak concentrations usually preceding peak flow. 
Although the pattern of an early peak in concentration was comparable in both large 
and small developed watersheds, the peak concentration tended to occur later in the 
storm and persist for a longer duration in the smaller developed watersheds. Therefore 
monitoring programs must capture the early portion of storms and account for intra-
storm variability in concentration in order to generate accurate estimates of EMC and 
contaminant loading. Programs that do not initiate sampling until a flow threshold has 
been surpassed may severely underestimate storm EMCs. 
 
Highest constituent loading was observed early in the storm season with intra-annual 
variability driven more by antecedent dry period than amount of rainfall. Seasonal 
differences in constituent EMCs and loads were consistently observed at both ME and 
LU sites. In general, early season storms (October – December) produce significantly 
higher constituent EMCs and loads than late season storms (April-May), even when 
rainfall quantity was similar. This suggests that the magnitude of constituent load 
associated with storm water runoff depends, at least in part, on the amount of time 
available for pollutant build-up on land surfaces. The extended dry period that typically 
occurs in arid climates such as southern California maximizes the time for constituents 
to build-up on land surfaces, resulting in proportionally higher concentrations and loads 
during initial storms of the season. 
 
The 1992, 1994, and 1996 National Water Quality Inventory Reports to Congress 
prepared by USEPA showed a trend of impairment in the Nation’s waters from 
contaminated storm water and dry weather urban runoff. The 2004 National Water 
Quality Inventory (305(b) Report) showed that urban runoff/storm water discharges 
contribute to the impairment of 22,559 miles of streams, the impairment of 701,024 
acres of lakes, and the impairment of 867 square miles of estuaries in the United 
States.   The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 1999 Report, "Stormwater 
Strategies, Community Responses to Runoff Pollution” identifies two main causes of the 
storm water pollution problem in urban areas. Both causes are directly related to 
development in urban and urbanizing areas:  
 
Increased volume and velocity of surface runoff. There are three types of human-made 
impervious covers that increase the volume and velocity of runoff: (i) rooftop, (ii) 
transportation imperviousness, and (iii) non-porous (impervious) surfaces. As these 
impervious surfaces increase, infiltration will decrease, forcing more water to run off the 
surface, picking up speed and pollutants. 
 
The concentration of pollutants in the runoff. Certain activities, such as those from 
industrial sites, are large contributors of pollutant concentrations to the MS4.  
The report also identified several activities causing storm water pollution from urban 
areas, including practices of homeowners, businesses, and government agencies. 
Studies conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) confirm the link 
between urbanization and water quality impairments in urban watersheds due to 
contaminated storm water runoff. 
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Furthermore, the water quality impacts of urbanization and urban storm water 
discharges have been summarized by several other recent USEPA reports.  
Urbanization causes changes in hydrology and increases pollutant loads which 
adversely impact water quality and impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters. 
Increases in population density and imperviousness result in changes to stream 
hydrology including: 
• increased peak discharges compared to predevelopment levels; 
• increased volume of storm water runoff with each storm compared to pre-
development levels;  
• decreased travel time to reach receiving water;  
• increased frequency and severity of floods;  
• reduced stream flow during prolonged periods of dry weather due to reduced levels 
of infiltration;  
• increased runoff velocity during storms due to a combination of effects of higher 
discharge peaks, rapid time of concentration, and smoother hydraulic surfaces from 
channelization; and 
• decreased infiltration and diminished groundwater recharge. 
 
The Los Angeles County MS4 program has conducted monitoring to:  
 
• quantify mass emissions for pollutants;  
• identify critical sources for pollutants of concern in storm water;  
• evaluate BMP effectiveness; and  
• evaluate receiving water impacts, including impacts to tributaries.  
 
The monitoring indicates that instream concentrations of pathogen indicators (fecal 
coliform and streptococcus), heavy metals (such as Pb, Cu, Zn) and pesticides (such as 
diazinon) exceed water quality standards.  The mass emissions of pollutants to the 
ocean are significant from the urban WMAs such as the Los Angeles River WMA, 
Ballona Creek WMA, and Coyote Creek WMA, with the Los Angeles River WMA 
providing more than seventy percent of the loadings. Critical source data for facilities 
(such as auto-salvage yards, primary metal facilities, and automotive repair shops) 
show that total and dissolved heavy metals (Pb, Cu, Zn, and Cd), and total suspended 
solids (TSS) exceeded water quality standards by as much as two orders of magnitude. 
The results are consistent with a limited term study conducted by the Regional Water 
Board to characterize storm water runoff in the Los Angeles region in 1988 before the 
issuance of first MS4 permit.   Storm water runoff data from predominant land uses in 
Los Angeles County showed similar patterns. Light industrial, commercial and 
transportation land uses showed the highest range of exceedances. A pesticide 
(diazinon) was detected in higher concentrations from residential land use. The data for 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), a known pollutant of concern in urban storm 
water runoff, is inconclusive but improved analytical methods may yield more definitive 
results in the future. Receiving water impacts studies found that storm water discharges 
from urban watersheds exhibit toxicity attributable to heavy metals. Bioassessments of 
the benthic communities showed bioaccumulation of toxicants. Sediment analysis 
showed higher concentrations of pollutants, such as Pb and PAHs, in urban watersheds 
than in rural watersheds (2 to 4 times higher). In addition, toxicity of dry weather flows 
was observed with the cause of toxicity undetermined.  Other studies have documented 
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concentrations of pollutants that exceed water quality standards in storm drains flowing 
to the ocean during dry weather, and adverse health impacts from swimming near 
flowing storm drains.  
 
Trash is also a serious and pervasive water quality problem in Los Angeles County. The 
Regional Water Board has determined that current levels of trash exceed the existing 
water quality objectives contained in the Basin Plan that are necessary to protect the 
beneficial uses of many surface waters. Regional Water Board staff regularly observes 
trash in surface waters throughout the Los Angeles region.  Non-profit organizations 
such as Heal the Bay, Friends of the Los Angeles River (FoLAR) and others organize 
volunteer clean-ups periodically, and document the amount of trash collected. Trash in 
waterways causes significant water quality problems.  Small and large floatables inhibit 
the growth of aquatic vegetation, decreasing habitat and spawning areas for fish and 
other living organisms.  Wildlife living in rivers and in riparian areas can be harmed by 
ingesting or becoming entangled in floating trash.  Except for large items, settleables 
are not always obvious to the eye.  They include glass, cigarette butts, rubber, and 
construction debris, among other things.  Settleables can be a problem for bottom 
feeders and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Some debris (e.g. diapers, 
medical and household waste, and chemicals) are a source of bacteria and toxic 
substances. Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end up on 
the beaches or in the open ocean, keeping visitors away from our beaches and 
degrading coastal waters. 
 

C. Summary of Existing Requirements and Self-Monitoring Report (SMR) Data 

The Los Angeles County MS4 Permit was last reissued in 2001 as Order No.01-182. 
Order No. 01-182 expired in 2006, but has been administratively extended pursuant to 
federal regulations. Order No. 01-182 was reopened by the Regional Water Board in 
2006, 2007 and 2009 to incorporate provisions to implement three TMDLs. It was 
further amended in 2010 and 2011 pursuant to a peremptory writ of mandate issued by 
the Los Angeles County Superior Court. 
 
Order No. 01-182 is organized under the following seven parts and includes several 
attachments.  The description below summarizes key permit parts and attachments in 
Order No. 01-182: 
 
Part 1 – Discharge Prohibitions 
As required by section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) of the Clean Water Act, Part 1 requires 
permittees to “effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the MS4 and 
watercourses, except where such discharges” are covered by a separate NPDES permit 
or fall within one of thirteen categories of flows that are conditionally exempted from the 
discharge prohibition. These exempted flows fall under the general categories of natural 
flows, fire fighting flows, and flows incidental to urban activities (i.e. landscape irrigation, 
sidewalk rinsing). These non-storm water flows may be exempted so long as: (i) they 
are not a source of pollutants, (ii) their effective prohibition is not necessary to comply 
with TMDL provisions, and (iii) they do not violate antidegradation policies.  Part 1 also 
authorizes the Regional Water Board Executive Officer to impose conditions on these 
types of discharges and to add or remove categories of conditionally exempted non-
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storm water discharges based on their potential to contribute pollutants to receiving 
waters. 
 
Part 2 – Receiving Water Limitations  

Part 2 prohibits discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of 
water quality standards. In addition, discharges from the MS4 of storm water or non-
storm water, for which a Permittee is responsible, may not cause or contribute to a 
condition of nuisance.  Part 2.3 states that permittees shall comply with these 
prohibitions “through timely implementation of control measures and other actions to 
reduce pollutants in the discharges in accordance with [the Los Angeles Stormwater 
Quality Management Program (SQMP)] and its components and other requirements of 
[the LA County MS4 Permit].”  Part 2.3 establishes an “iterative process” whereby 
certain actions are required when exceedances of water quality standards or objectives 
occur.  This iterative process includes submitting a Receiving Water Limitations 
Compliance Report; revising the SQMP and its components to include modified BMPs, 
an implementation schedule and additional monitoring to address the exceedances; and 
implementing the revised SQMP. These provisions are consistent with the receiving 
water limitations language required by State Water Board Order WQ 99-05. 
 
Part 2 also includes provisions implementing the Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach 
and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL (summer dry weather provisions only).  During 
summer dry weather, Part 2.6 prohibits discharges of bacteria from MS4s into Marina 
del Rey Harbor Basins D, E, or F, including Mothers’ Beach that cause or contribute to 
exceedance of the applicable bacteria water quality objectives.  
 
Part 2 also included similar TMDL provisions relating to the Santa Monica Bay summer 
dry weather bacteria TMDL. However, as a result of a legal challenge by Los Angeles 
County and the LACFCD, the Regional Water Board was required to void and set aside 
those provisions, which the Regional Water Board did in 2011.  
 
Part 3 – Stormwater Quality Management Program (SQMP) Implementation 
Under Part 3, each Permittee shall, at a minimum, implement the SQMP, which is an 
enforceable element of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. The SQMP, at a minimum, 
shall also comply with the applicable storm water program requirements of 40 CFR 
section 122.26(d)(2).  The SQMP and its components shall be implemented so as to 
reduce the discharges of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable 
(MEP) and effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges to the MS4. Each Permittee 
shall also implement additional controls, where necessary, to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants from the MS4.   
 
Part 3 also sets forth specific responsibilities of the Principal Permittee, which under 
Order No. 01-182 is the LACFCD, and co-permittees.  In addition, Part 3 sets forth 
requirements for Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) which, among other 
tasks, prioritize pollution control efforts and evaluate the effectiveness of and 
recommend changes to the SQMP and its components. Each Permittee must also have 
the necessary legal authority to prohibit non-storm water discharges to the MS4, as well 
as possess adequate legal authority to develop and enforce storm water and non-storm 
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water ordinances for its jurisdiction. 
 
Part 4 – Special Provisions 
Part 4 sets forth provisions for public information and participation, industrial/commercial 
facilities control program, development planning, development construction, public 
agency activities, and illicit connections and illicit discharges elimination.  These 
programs are termed “minimum control measures” and have been in place since the 
inception of the MS4 NPDES permitting program, as required by federal regulations.   
 
Part 5 – Definitions 
Part 5 includes definitions for terms used within Order No. 01-182. 
 
Part 6 – Standard Provisions  
Part 6 includes standard provisions relating to implementation of the programs required 
by the permit. Such provisions include, but are not limited to, the duty to comply, the 
duty to mitigate, inspection and entry requirements, proper operation and maintenance 
requirements, monitoring and reporting requirements, and the duty to provide 
information.  Most of these provisions are required by 40 CFR sections 122.41 or 
122.42 and apply to all NPDES permits. 
 
Part 7 – TMDL Provisions   
In 2009, Order No. 01-182 was amended to include provisions that are consistent with 
the assumptions and requirements of waste load allocations from the Los Angeles River 
Trash TMDL. Appendix 7-1 identifies the permittees subject to the Los Angeles River 
Trash TMDL and sets forth the interim and final numeric effluent limitations for trash that 
the permittees must comply with. Part 7 also sets forth how permittees can demonstrate 
compliance with the numeric effluent limitations. Permittees have the option to employ 
three general compliance strategies to achieve the numeric effluent limitations. 
Depending on the strategy selected, the Permittee may demonstrate compliance either 
by documenting the percentage of its area addressed by full capture systems (“action-
based” demonstration) or by calculating its annual trash discharge to the MS4 and 
comparing that to its effluent limitation. This approach allows the Permittee the flexibility 
to comply with the numeric effluent limitations using any lawful means, and establishes 
appropriate and enforceable compliance metrics depending on the method of 
compliance and level of assurance provided by the Permittee that the selected method 
will achieve the numeric effluent limitations derived from the TMDL WLAs.   
 
Attachment U – Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Order No. 01-182 has both self-monitoring and public reporting requirements, which 
include: (1) monitoring of “mass emissions” at seven mass emission monitoring stations; 
(2) Water Column Toxicity Monitoring; (3) Tributary Monitoring; (4) Shoreline Monitoring; 
(5) Trash Monitoring; (6) Estuary Sampling; (7) Bioassessment; and (8) Special Studies.  
The purpose of mass emissions monitoring is to: (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 standards by comparing results to 
the applicable standards in the Basin Plan. Order No. 01-182 established that the 
Principal Permittee shall monitor the mass emissions stations. The permit required 
mass emission sampling five times per year. 
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III. APPLICABLE STATUTES, REGULATIONS, PLANS, AND POLICIES 

The provisions contained in this Order are based on the requirements and authorities 
described below. 

A. Legal Authorities – Federal Clean Water Act and California Water Code 

This Order is issued pursuant to section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
implementing regulations adopted by the USEPA and chapter 5.5, division 7 of the 
California Water Code (commencing with section 13370).  It serves as an NPDES 
permit for point source discharges from this facility to surface waters. This Order also 
serves as Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) pursuant to article 4, chapter 4, 
division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing with section 13260). 

B. Federal and California Endangered Species Acts 

This Order does not authorize any act that results in the taking of a threatened or 
endangered species or any act that is now prohibited, or becomes prohibited in the 
future, under either the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code, §§  
2050 to 2115.5) or the Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C.A., §§ 1531 to 
1544).  This Order requires compliance with requirements to protect the beneficial uses 
of waters of the United States.  Permittees are responsible for meeting all requirements 
of the applicable Endangered Species Act. 
 

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

This action to adopt an NPDES Permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, § 21100, et seq.) 
pursuant to California Water Code section 13389. (County of Los Angeles v. Cal. Water 
Boards (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 985.)  

D. State and Federal Regulations, Policies, and Plans 

1. Water Quality Control Plans.  The CWA requires the Regional Water Board to 
establish water quality standards for each water body in its region. Water quality 
standards include beneficial uses, water quality objectives and criteria that are 
established at levels sufficient to protect those beneficial uses, and an 
antidegradation policy to prevent degrading waters. On June 13, 1994, the Regional 
Water Board adopted a Water Quality Control Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of 
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (hereinafter Basin Plan). The Basin Plan 
designates beneficial uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains 
implementation programs and policies to achieve those objectives for all waters in 
the Los Angeles Region.  The Regional Water Board has amended the Basin Plan 
on multiple occasions since 1994. In addition, the Basin Plan implements State 
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Resolution No. 88-63, which 
established state policy that all waters, with certain exceptions, should be 
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considered suitable or potentially suitable for municipal or domestic supply.  
Beneficial uses applicable to the surface water bodies that receive discharges from 
the Los Angeles County MS4 generally include those listed below: 

Table F-3. Basin Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Use(s) 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 

(MS4s) discharge 
points within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control 

District, the County 
of Los Angeles, and 

84 incorporated 
cities within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control District 
with the exception of 

the City of Long 
Beach 

Multiple surface 
water bodies of 
the Los Angeles 
Region 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN); Agricultural 
Supply (AGR); Industrial Service Supply (IND); 
Industrial Process Supply (PROC); Ground Water 
Recharge (GWR); Freshwater Replenishment 
(FRSH); Navigation (NAV); Hydropower Generation 
(POW); Water Contact Recreation (REC-1); Limited 
Contact Recreation (LREC-1); Non-Contact Water 
Recreation (REC-2); Commercial and Sport Fishing 
(COMM); Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM); Cold 
Freshwater Habitat (COLD); Preservation of Areas of 
Special Biological Significance (BIOL); Wildlife 
Habitat (WILD); Preservation of Rare and 
Endangered Species (RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); 
Wetland Habitat (WET); Migration of Aquatic 
Organisms (MIGR); Spawning, Reproduction, and/or 
Early Development (SPWN); Shellfish Harvesting 
(SHELL) 

Pursuant to California Water Code section 13263(a), the requirements of this Order 
implement the Basin Plan. 

a. Permit Structure: Watershed Management Approach and Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation 

One of the fundamental issues for this Order was a reconsideration of the basic 
permit structure. The previous Order, Order No. 01-182, was structured as a 
single permit whereby all 86 Permittees were assigned uniform requirements, 
with additional requirements for the Principal Permittee. Through Order No. 01-
182, the Regional Water Board began to implement a Watershed Management 
Approach to address water quality protection in the region. The Watershed 
Management Approach intended to provide a comprehensive and integrated 
strategy toward water resource protection, enhancement, and restoration while 
considering economic and environmental impacts within a hydrologically defined 
drainage basin or watershed.  
 
On June 12, 2006, prior to the expiration date of Order No. 01-182, all of the 
Permittees filed Reports of Waste Discharge (ROWD) applying for renewal of 
their waste discharge requirements. Specifically, the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District submitted an ROWD application on behalf of itself, the County of 
Los Angeles, and 78 other Permittees.  Several Permittees under Order No. 01-
182 elected to not be included as part of the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District’s ROWD.  On June 12, 2006, the cities of Downey and Signal Hill each 
submitted an individual ROWD application requesting an individual MS4 permit; 
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and the Upper San Gabriel River Watershed Coalition (comprised of the cities of 
Azusa, Claremont, Glendora, Irwindale, and Whittier) also submitted an individual 
ROWD application requesting a separate MS4 permit for these cities.  In 2010, 
the LACFCD withdrew from its 2006 ROWD and submitted a new ROWD also 
requesting an individual MS4 permit. The LACFCD also requested that if an 
individual MS4 permit was not issued to it, that it no longer be designated as the 
Principal Permittee and that it is relieved of Principal Permittee responsibilities.  
 
The Regional Water Board evaluated each of the 2006 ROWDs and notified all of 
the Permittees that their ROWDs did not satisfy federal storm water regulations 
contained in the USEPA Interpretive Policy Memorandum on Reapplication 
Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems; Final Rule, August 
9, 1996 (61 Fed Reg. 41697).  The Regional Water Board also found that the 
information presented in the ROWDs did not reflect the current status of program 
elements for MS4 permits developed over the past decade or the new 
information specific to this MS4. Because each ROWD did not satisfy federal 
requirements, the Regional Water Board deemed all four 2006 ROWDs 
incomplete. The Regional Water Board also evaluated the LACFCD’s 2010 
ROWD and found that it too did not satisfy federal requirements nor reflect the 
current status for MS4s.   

 
Though five separate ROWDs were submitted, the Regional Water Board retains 
the discretion as the permitting authority to determine whether to issue permits 
for discharges from MS4s on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis. Clean 
Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(i) and implementing regulations at 40 CFR 
section 122.26, subdivisions (a)(1)(v) and (a)(3)(ii), allow the permitting authority 
to issue permits for MS4 discharges on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis 
taking into consideration a variety of factors. Such factors include the location of 
the discharge with respect to waters of the United States, the size of the 
discharge, the quantity and nature of the pollutants discharged to waters of the 
United States, and other relevant factors. Federal regulations at 40 CFR section 
122.26(a)(3)(ii) identify a variety of possible permitting structures, including one 
system-wide permit covering all MS4 discharges or distinct permits for 
appropriate categories of MS4 discharges including, but not limited to, all 
discharges owned or operated by the same municipality, located within the same 
jurisdiction, all discharges within a system that discharge to the same watershed, 
discharges within a MS4 that are similar in nature, or for individual discharges 
from MS4s. 
 
In evaluating the five separate ROWDs and the structure for this Order, the 
Regional Water Board considered a number of factors: 
 
i. The nature of the Los Angeles County MS4, which is a large interconnected 

system, controlled in large part by the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District, among others, and used by multiple cities along with Los Angeles 
County. The discharges from these entities frequently commingle in the MS4 
prior to discharge to receiving waters. 

RB-AR4334



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-16 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

ii. The requirement to implement 33 largely watershed-based TMDLs in this 
Order. A number of Permittees have already established jurisdictional groups 
on a watershed or subwatershed basis for TMDL implementation. (See 
Attachment K of this Order for a matrix of these TMDLs and Permittees by 
Watershed Management Area (WMA)). Many of the TMDLs apply to multiple 
watersheds and the jurisdictional areas of multiple Permittees.  Having 
separate permits would make implementation of the TMDLs more 
cumbersome. 

iii. The passage of Assembly Bill 2554 in 2010, which amended the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control Act. This statute allows the LACFCD to assess a parcel 
tax for storm water and clean water programs. Funding is subject to voter 
approval in accordance with Proposition 218. Fifty percent of funding is 
allocated to nine “watershed authority groups” to implement collaborative 
water quality improvement plans. (See Attachments B and C of this Order for 
maps of WMAs.) 

iv. Results of the on-line survey administered to Permittees by Regional Water 
Board staff regarding permit structure. The results indicated that a majority of 
Permittees support a single MS4 permit for Los Angeles County. A significant 
minority support multiple watershed-based permits. Overall, 85 percent of the 
permittees that responded to the on-line survey support either a single MS4 
permit or several individual watershed-based permits. A small number of 
permittees support alternative groupings of adjacent municipalities instead of 
watershed-based groupings. Only four permittees expressed a preference for 
individual MS4 permits.  

v. The 2006 and 2010 ROWDs. Eight Permittees submitted individual or small 
group ROWDs, including the cities of Signal Hill and Downey; five cities in the 
upper San Gabriel River watershed; and the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District. The LACFCD has also requested that if the Regional Water 
Board does not issue an individual permit to the LACFCD, that it is no longer 
designated as Principal Permittee and relieved of Principal Permittee 
responsibilities. 

 
Based on an evaluation of these factors, the Regional Water Board again 
determined that, because of the complexity and networking of the MS4 within Los 
Angeles County, that one system-wide permit is appropriate. In order to provide 
individual Permittees with more specific requirements, this Order regulates the 
MS4 discharges of 86 Permittees with some sections devoted to universal 
requirements for all Permittees and others devoted to requirements specific to 
each Watershed Management Area (WMA), including TMDL implementation 
provisions. This structure is supported by section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act 
and 40 CFR sections 122.26, subdivisions (a)(1)(v) and (a)(3)(ii). A single permit 
will ensure consistency and equitability in regulatory requirements within Los 
Angeles County, while watershed-based sections within the single permit will 
provide flexibility to tailor permit provisions to address distinct watershed 
characteristics and water quality issues. Additionally, an internal watershed-
based structure comports with the Regional Water Board’s Watershed 
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Management Initiative, its watershed-based TMDL requirements, and the 
LACFCD’s funding initiative passed in Assembly Bill 2554. Watershed-based 
sections will help promote watershed-wide solutions to address water quality 
problems, which in many cases are the most efficient and cost-effective means to 
address storm water and urban runoff pollution. Further, watershed-based 
sections may encourage collaboration among permittees to implement regional 
integrated water resources approaches such as storm water capture and re-use 
to achieve multiple benefits. 
 
The Regional Water Board determined that the cities of Signal Hill and Downey, 
the five upper San Gabriel River cities, and the LACFCD are included as 
Permittees in this Order. Individually tailored permittee requirements are provided 
in this Order, where appropriate. The Regional Water Board also determined that 
as the primary owner and operator of the Los Angeles County MS4, the LACFCD 
should remain a Permittee in the single-system wide permit; however, this Order 
relieves LACFCD of its role and responsibilities as Principal Permittee. This 
Order also specifies certain requirements specific to the LACFCD in its role as 
the owner and operator of the majority of the Los Angeles County MS4.  

 
2. Ocean Plan. In 1972, the State Water Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan 

for Ocean Waters of California, California Ocean Plan (hereinafter Ocean Plan). The 
State Water Board adopted the most recent amended Ocean Plan on September 15, 
2009. The Office of Administration Law approved it on March 10, 2010. On October 
8, 2010, USEPA approved the 2009 Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan is applicable, in 
its entirety, to ocean waters of the State. In order to protect beneficial uses, the 
Ocean Plan establishes water quality objectives and a program of implementation. 
Pursuant to California Water Code section 13263(a), the requirements of this Order 
implement the Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan identifies beneficial uses of ocean 
waters of the State to be protected as summarized below: 
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Table F-4. Ocean Plan Beneficial Uses 

Discharge Point 
Receiving Water 

Name 
Beneficial Use(s) 

All Municipal 
Separate Storm 
Sewer Systems 

(MS4s) discharge 
points within the 

Los Angeles 
County Flood 

Control District, 
the County of Los 
Angeles, and 84 

incorporated cities 
within the Los 

Angeles County 
Flood Control 

District with the 
exception of the 

City of Long 
Beach 

Pacific Ocean 

Industrial Water Supply (IND); Water Contact (REC-
1) and Non-Contact Recreation (REC-2), including 
aesthetic enjoyment; Navigation (NAV); Commercial 
and Sport Fishing (COMM); Mariculture; 
Preservation and Enhancement of Designated Areas 
of Special Biological Significance (ASBS); Rare and 
Endangered Species (RARE); Marine Habitat (MAR); 
Fish Migration (MIGR); Fish Spawning (SPWN) and 
Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL) 

 

3. Antidegradation Policy.  40 CFR section 131.124 requires that the state water 
quality standards include an antidegradation policy consistent with the federal 
antidegradation policy.  The State Water Board established California’s 
antidegradation policy in State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 (“Statement of 
Policy with Respect to Maintaining the Quality of the Waters of the State”).  
Resolution No. 68-16 incorporates the federal antidegradation policy where the 
federal policy applies under federal law.  The Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan 
implements, and incorporates by reference, both the State and federal 
antidegradation policies. Resolution No. 68-16 and 40 CFR section 131.12 require 
the Regional Water Board to maintain high quality waters of the State until it is 
demonstrated that any change in quality will be consistent with maximum benefit to 
the people of the State, will not unreasonably affect beneficial uses, and will not 
result in water quality less than that described in the Regional Water Board’s 
policies.  Resolution 68-16 requires that discharges of waste be regulated to meet 
best practicable treatment or control to assure that pollution or nuisance will not 
occur and the highest water quality consistent with the maximum benefit to the 
people of the State be maintained.   

The discharges permitted in this Order are consistent with the antidegradation 
provisions of 40 CFR section 131.12 and Resolution 68-16.  Many of the water 
bodies within the area covered by this Order are of high quality.  The Order requires 
the Permittees to meet best practicable treatment or control to meet water quality 
standards.  As required by 40 CFR section 122.44(a), the Permittees must comply 
with the “maximum extent practicable” technology-based standard set forth in CWA 

                                            
4
 All further statutory references are to title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations unless otherwise indicated. 
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section 402(p).  Many of the waters within the area covered by this Order are 
impaired and listed on the State’s CWA Section 303(d) List and either the Regional 
Water Board or USEPA has established TMDLs to address the impairments.  This 
Order requires the Permittees to comply with permit provisions to implement the 
WLAs set forth in the TMDLs in order to restore the beneficial uses of the impaired 
water bodies consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the TMDLs.  This 
Order includes requirements to develop and implement storm water management 
programs, achieve water quality-based effluent limitations, and effectively prohibit 
non-storm water discharges through the MS4.   

The issuance of this Order does not authorize an increase in the amount of 
discharge of waste.  The Order is more stringent than the previous Order because it 
includes requirements to implement WLAs assigned to Los Angeles County MS4 
discharges that have been established in 33 TMDLs, most of which were not 
included in the previous Order.   

4. Anti-Backsliding Requirements.  Sections 402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA 
and federal regulations at 40 CFR section 122.44(l) prohibit backsliding in NPDES 
permits.  These anti-backsliding provisions require effluent limitations or other 
conditions in a reissued permit to be as stringent as those in the previous permit, 
with some exceptions where limitations or conditions may be relaxed. All effluent 
limitations and other conditions (e.g. storm water management program minimum 
control measures, monitoring) in this Order are at least as stringent as the effluent 
limitations and conditions in the previous permit. 

E. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA section 303(d) List 

Section 303(d)(1) of the CWA requires each state to identify specific water bodies within 
its boundaries where water quality standards are not being met or are not expected to 
be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations on point sources. 
Water bodies that do not meet water quality standards are considered impaired and are 
placed on the state’s “303(d) List”. Periodically, USEPA approves the State’s 303(d) 
List.  Most recently, USEPA approved the State’s 2010 303(d) List of impaired water 
bodies on October 11, 2011, which includes certain receiving waters in the Los Angeles 
region. For each listed water body, the state or USEPA is required to establish a total 
maximum daily load (TMDL) of each pollutant impairing the water quality standards in 
that water body.  A TMDL is a tool for implementing water quality standards and is 
based on the relationship between pollution sources and in-stream water quality 
conditions.  The TMDL establishes the allowable pollutant loadings for a water body and 
thereby provides the basis to establish water quality-based controls.  These controls 
should provide the pollution reduction necessary for a water body to meet water quality 
standards.  A TMDL is the sum of the allowable pollutant loads of a single pollutant from 
all contributing point sources (the waste load allocations or WLAs) and non-point 
sources (load allocations or LAs), plus the contribution from background sources and a 
margin of safety. (40 CFR section 130.2(i).) MS4 discharges are considered point 
source discharges. For 303(d)-listed water bodies and pollutants in the Los Angeles 
Region, the Regional Water Board or USEPA develops and adopts TMDLs that specify 
these requirements.     
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Over the last decade, the Regional Water Board and USEPA have established 33 
TMDLs to remedy water quality impairments in various water bodies within Los Angeles 
County. (See Attachment K of this Order for a list of TMDLs by Watershed Management 
Area for Los Angeles County.) These TMDLs identify MS4 discharges as a source of 
pollutants to these water bodies and, as required, establish WLAs for MS4 discharges 
to reduce the amount of pollutants discharged to receiving waters. Federal regulations 
require that NPDES permits contain effluent limits consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements of all available WLAs (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)). Therefore, this 
Order includes effluent limitations and other provisions to implement the TMDL WLAs 
assigned to permittees regulated by the LA County MS4 Permit.  
 
The Regional Water Board has previously established numeric effluent limitations to 
implement TMDL WLAs when it reopened Order No. 01-182 in 2009 to incorporate 
permit provisions to implement the Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL WLAs. In 
that case, Permittees have the option to employ three general compliance strategies to 
achieve the numeric effluent limitations. Depending on the strategy selected, the 
Permittee may demonstrate compliance either by documenting the percentage of its 
area addressed by full capture systems (“action-based” demonstration) or by calculating 
its annual trash discharge to the MS4 and comparing that to its effluent limitation. This 
approach allows the Permittee the flexibility to comply with the numeric effluent 
limitations using any lawful means, and establishes appropriate and enforceable 
compliance metrics depending on the method of compliance and level of assurance 
provided by the Permittee that the selected method will achieve the numeric effluent 
limitations derived from the TMDL WLAs. A similar approach is used for the 32 other 
TMDLs incorporated into this Order, where appropriate. 
 

F. Other Plans, Policies and Regulations 

This Order implements all other applicable federal regulations and State plans, policies 
and regulations, including the California Toxics Rule at 40 CFR section 131.38. 

IV. RATIONALE FOR DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS 

A. Discharge Prohibitions – Non-Storm Water Discharges 

1. Regulatory Background 

The CWA employs the strategy of prohibiting the discharge of any pollutant from a 
point source into waters of the United States unless the discharger of the pollutant(s) 
obtains an NPDES permit pursuant to CWA section 402. The 1987 amendment to 
the CWA included section 402(p) that specifically addresses NPDES permitting 
requirements· for municipal discharges from MS4s. Section 402(p) prohibits the 
discharge of pollutants from specified MS4s to waters of the United States except as 
authorized by an NPDES permit and identifies the substantive standards for MS4 
permits. MS4 permits (1) “shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the storm sewers[ ]” and (2) “shall require [i] controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including 
management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering 
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methods, and [ii] such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollutants.” (CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii).) 
 
On November 16, 1990, USEPA published regulations to implement the 1987 
amendments to the CWA. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990 et seq. (Nov. 16, 1990)). The 
regulations establish minimum requirements for MS4 permits. The regulations 
address both storm water and non-storm water discharges from MS4s; however, the 
minimum requirements for each are significantly different. This is evident from 
USEPA’s preamble to the storm water regulations, which states that “Section 
402(p)(B)(3) [of the CWA] requires that permits for discharges from municipal 
separate storm sewers require the municipality to “effectively prohibit” non-storm 
water discharges from the municipal storm sewer … Ultimately, such non-storm 
water discharges through a municipal separate storm sewer system must either be 
removed from the system or become subject to an NPDES permit” (55 Fed. Reg. 
47990, 47995 (Nov. 16, 1990).5 USEPA states that MS4 Permittees are to begin to 
fulfill the “effective prohibition of non-storm water discharges” requirement by: (1) 
conducting a screening analysis of the MS4 to provide information to develop 
priorities for a program to detect and remove illicit discharges, (2) implementing a 
program to detect and remove illicit discharges, or ensure they are covered by a 
separate NPDES permit, and (3) to control improper disposal into the storm sewer. 
(40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).) These non-storm water discharges therefore are not 
subject to the MEP standard. 
 
“Illicit discharges” defined in the regulations is the most closely applicable definition 
of “non-storm water” contained in federal law and the terms are often used 
interchangeably. In fact, “illicit discharge” is defined by USEPA in its 1990 
rulemaking, as “any discharge through a municipal separate storm sewer that is not 
composed entirely of storm water and that is not covered by an NPDES permit [other 
than the permit for the discharge from the MS4] (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995). 
 

2. Definition of Storm Water and Non-Storm Water 

Federal regulations define “storm water” as “storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, 
and surface runoff and drainage.” (40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(13).) While “surface runoff 
and drainage” is not defined in federal law, USEPA’s preamble to the federal 
regulations demonstrates that the term is related to precipitation events such as rain 
and/or snowmelt. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995-96 (Nov. 16, 1990)). For example, 
USEPA states: “In response to the comments [on the proposed rule] which 
requested EPA to define the term ‘storm water’ broadly to include a number of 
classes of discharges which are not in any way related to precipitation events, EPA 
believes that this rulemaking is not an appropriate forum for addressing the 
appropriate regulation under the NPDES program of such non-storm water 
discharges . . . . Consequently, the final definition of storm water has not been 
expanded from what was proposed.” (Ibid.) The storm water regulations themselves 
identify numerous categories of discharges including landscape irrigation, diverted 

                                            
5
 USEPA further states that, “[p]ermits for such [non-storm water] discharges must meet applicable technology-based and 
water-quality based requirements of Sections 402 and 301 of the CWA” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48037 (Nov. 16, 1990). 
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stream flows, discharges from potable water sources, foundation drains, air 
conditioning condensation, irrigation water, springs, water from crawl space pumps, 
footing drains, lawn watering, individual residential car washing, and street wash 
water as “non-storm water.” While these types of discharges may be regulated under 
storm water permits, they are not considered storm water discharges. (40 CFR § 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)). USEPA states that, “in general, municipalities will not be held 
responsible for prohibiting some specific components of discharges or flows … 
through their municipal separate storm sewer system, even though such 
components may be considered non-storm water discharges…” (emphasis added). 
However, where certain categories of non-storm water discharges are identified by 
the Permittee (or the Regional Water Board) as needing to be addressed, they are 
no longer exempt and become subject to the effective prohibition requirement in 
CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii). This review of the storm water regulations and 
USEPA’s discussion of the definition of storm water in its preamble to these 
regulations strongly supports the interpretation that storm water includes only 
precipitation-related discharges. Therefore, non-precipitation related discharges are 
not storm water discharges and, therefore, are not subject to the MEP standard in 
CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii). Rather, non-storm water discharges shall be 
effectively prohibited pursuant to CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii). 

 
3. Non-Storm Water Regulation 

Non-storm water discharges from the MS4 that are not authorized by separate 
NPDES permits, nor specifically exempted, are subject to requirements under the 
NPDES program, including discharge prohibitions, technology-based effluent 
limitations and water quality-based effluent limitations (40 CFR § 122.44). USEPA’s 
preamble to the storm water regulations also supports the interpretation that 
regulation of non-storm water discharges through an MS4 is not limited to the MEP 
standard in CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii):  
 
“Today’s rule defines the term “illicit discharge” to describe any discharge through a 
municipal separate storm sewer system that is not composed entirely of storm water 
and that is not covered by an NPDES permit. Such illicit discharges are not 
authorized under the Clean Water Act. Section 402(p(3)(B) requires that permits for 
discharges from municipal separate storm sewers require the municipality to 
“effectively prohibit” non-storm water discharges from the municipal separate storm 
sewer…Ultimately, such non-storm water discharges through a municipal separate 
storm sewer must either be removed from the system or become subject to an 
NPDES permit.” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 47995.)  
 
In its 1990 rulemaking, USEPA explained that the illicit discharge detection and 
elimination program requirement was intended to begin to implement the Clean 
Water Act’s provision requiring permits to “effectively prohibit non-storm water 
discharges.” 
 

4. Authorized and Conditionally Exempt Non-Storm Water Discharges  
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The previous permit, Order No. 01-182, contained provisions exempting several 
categories of non-storm water discharges from the discharge prohibition, including 
discharges covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit for non-storm 
water discharges, natural flows, flows from emergency fire fighting activity, and flows 
incidental to urban activities. This Order retains these same categories, but with 
several enhancements. Natural flows specified in this Order include natural springs 
and rising ground water; flows from riparian habitats and wetlands; diverted stream 
flows authorized by the State or Regional Water Board; and uncontaminated ground 
water infiltration. Flows incidental to urban activities specified in this Order include 
landscape irrigation; dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool discharges; 
dewatering of lakes and decorative fountains; non-commercial car washing by 
residents or by non-profit organizations; and street/sidewalk washwater. This Order 
separately identifies flows from non-emergency fire fighting activities and discharges 
from potable water sources as “essential” non-storm water discharges rather than 
combining them into the same category as the other non-storm water discharges 
incidental to urban activities. In doing so, the Regional Water Board recognizes that 
these discharges are essential public service discharge activities and are directly or 
indirectly required by other state or federal statute and/or regulation. This Order 
continues to unconditionally exempt emergency fire fighting discharges from the 
discharge prohibition. 

Like Order No. 01-182, this Order contains a provision that the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer may add or remove categories of exempt non-storm water 
discharges. In addition, in the event that any of the categories of non-storm water 
discharges are determined to be a source of pollutants by the Executive Officer then 
the discharges will no longer be exempt unless the Permittee implements conditions 
approved by the Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of 
pollutants. Also the Executive Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-
storm water discharges in consideration of antidegradation policies and TMDLs.  

5. BMPs for Non-Storm Water Discharges 

In this Order, no changes have been made to the types of non-storm water 
discharges included in the non-storm water discharge prohibition exemptions, with 
one exception. However, the non-storm water discharge provisions in this Order 
have been reworded to clarify the requirements for addressing authorized and 
conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges that are not prohibited. In 
particular, language has been added to explicitly identify State and Regional Water 
Board permits that are applicable to some of the exempted non-storm water 
discharges. The State and Regional Water Board general permits referenced in this 
Order and their applicability to the different types of non-storm water discharges that 
are routinely discharged through the MS4 is contained in Table F-4 below. 
 

Table F-4. State and Regional Water Board General Permits Referenced  
in this Permit 

Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 
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Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994003 – 
Discharges of Nonprocess Wastewater 
to Surface Waters in Coastal 
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties 

• Ground water seepage 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

• Air conditioning condensate 

• Discharges of cleaning wastewater 
and filter backwash 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994004 – 
Discharges of Groundwater from 
Construction and Project Dewatering to 
Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds 
of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Discharges from activities that occur at 
wellheads, such as well construction, 
well development (e.g., aquifer 
pumping tests, well purging), or major 
well maintenance 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

• Discharges of ground water from 
construction and project dewatering6 

NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 – 
Discharges from Utility Vaults and 
Underground Structures to Surface 
Waters 

• Uncontaminated pumped ground 
water 

• Gravity flow from foundation drains, 
footing drains, and crawl space pumps 

NPDES Permit No. CAG674001 – 
Discharges From Hydrostatic Test Water 
to Surface Waters in Coastal 
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties 

• Discharges of low threat hydrostatic 
test water7 

                                            
6
 Discharges of ground water from construction and project dewatering include treated or untreated wastewater from 
permanent or temporary construction dewatering operations; ground water pumped as an aid in the containment and/or 
cleanup of a contaminant plume; ground water extracted during short-term and long-term pumping/aquifer tests; ground 
water generated from well drilling, construction or development and purging of wells; equipment decontamination water; 
subterranean seepage dewatering; incidental collected storm water from basements; and other process and non-process 
wastewater discharges that meet the eligibility criteria and could not be covered under another specific general NPDES 
permit.  

7
 Low threat hydrostatic test water means discharges resulting from the hydrostatic testing or structural integrity testing of 
pipes, tanks, or any storage vessels using domestic water or from the repair and maintenance of pipes, tanks, or reservoirs. 
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Order/NPDES Permit No. Applicable Types of Discharges 

NPDES Permit No. CAG914001 – 
Discharges of Treated Groundwater 
from Investigation and/or Cleanup of 
Volatile Organic Compounds 
Contaminated-Sites to Surface Waters 
in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles 
and Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of treated ground water 
from investigation and/or cleanup of 
volatile organic compound (VOC) 
contaminated sites 

NPDES Permit No. CAG994005 – 
Discharges of Ground Water from Water 
Supply Wells to Surface Waters in Los 
Angeles and Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of ground water from 
potable water supply wells8 

NPDES Permit No. CAG834001 – 
Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Treated Groundwater and Other 
Wastewaters from Investigation and/or 
Cleanup of Petroleum Fuel-
Contaminated Sites to Surface Waters in 
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and 
Ventura Counties 

• Discharges of treated ground water 
and other waste waters from 
investigation and/or cleanup of 
petroleum fuel contaminated sites 

 
This Order explicitly adds another category of authorized non-storm water discharge 
for discharges authorized by USEPA pursuant to sections 104(a) or 104(b) of the 
federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). These discharges typically consist of short-term, high volume discharges 
resulting from the development or redevelopment of groundwater extraction wells, or 
USEPA or State-required compliance testing of potable water treatment plants, as 
part of a USEPA authorized groundwater remediation action under CERCLA. These 
discharges through the MS4 are only authorized if: (i) the discharge will comply with 
water quality standards identified as applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (“ARARs”) under section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA; or (ii) the discharge is 
subject to either (a) a written waiver of ARARs by USEPA pursuant to section 
121(d)(4) of CERCLA or (b) a written determination by USEPA that compliance with 
ARARs is not practicable considering the exigencies of the situation, pursuant to 40 
CFR section 300.415(j). Additionally, a decision to authorize a discharge through the 
MS4 to surface waters will not be made by USEPA without first conducting a 
comprehensive evaluation of containment, treatment, reinjection, or re-use options 
for the water generated from the subject wells. If a decision to discharge through the 
MS4 is made, USEPA’s authorization of the discharge under CERCLA will require 
that the discharger shall: 
 

                                            
8
 Discharges covered by this permit include ground water from potable water supply wells generated during the following 
activities: ground water generated during well purging for data collection purposes; ground water extracted from major well 
rehabilitation and redevelopment activities; and ground water generated from well drilling, construction, and development. 
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(1) Implement BMPs to minimize the rate and duration of the discharge and remove 
excessive solids, and implement other on-site physical treatment where feasible.   

(2) Promote infiltration of discharged water in locations that will prevent or minimize 
degradation of groundwater quality.   

(3) Notify the affected MS4 Permittees, including the LACFCD and the MS4 
Permittee with land use authority over the discharge location, and the Regional 
Water Board at least one week prior to a planned discharge (unless USEPA 
determines in writing that exigent circumstances require a shorter notice period) 
and as soon as possible (but no later than 24 hours after the discharge has 
occurred) for unplanned discharges;  

(4) Monitor any pollutants of concern in the discharge9; and  

(5) Maintain records for all discharges greater than one acre-foot.10  

In addition to requiring NPDES permit coverage for applicable categories of non-
storm water discharges, this Order contains language that specifies certain 
conditions, including implementation of BMPs, for each category of conditionally 
exempt non-storm water discharge that must be met in order for the non-storm water 
discharge to be exempted from the non-storm water prohibition and thus allowed 
through the MS4. 
 
The California Recycled Water Policy, adopted by the State Water Board in 
Resolution No. 2009-0011, calls for an increase in the use of recycled water from 
municipal wastewater sources that meet the definition in California Water Code 
section 13050(n), in a manner that implements state and federal water quality laws. 
In support of the California Recycled Water Policy, a provision has been added 
requiring that alternative means of disposal or opportunities for capture, reclamation, 
and reuse must be evaluated prior to discharging any of the non-storm water 
discharge categories to the MS4. In addition, to ensure the protection of receiving 
water quality all non-storm water discharges must be segregated from potential 
sources of pollutants to prevent the introduction of pollutants to the discharge. 
 
In establishing provisions specific to different non-storm water discharge types, the 
Regional Water Board reviewed non-storm water discharge provisions and BMPS 
included in other area MS4 permits. MS4 permits reviewed included the Ventura 

                                            
9 Pollutants of concern include, at a minimum, trash and debris, including organic matter, TSS, any pollutant being 
addressed by the groundwater remediation action under CERCLA, and any pollutant for which there is a Water 
Quality Based Effluent Limitation in Part VI.E applicable to discharges from the MS4 to the receiving water. 

10 Records shall be maintained, as appropriate, on the: name of CERCLA authorized discharger, date and time of 
notification (for planned discharges), method of notification, location of discharge, discharge pathway, receiving 
water, date of discharge, time of the beginning and end of the discharge, duration of the discharge, flow rate or 
velocity, estimated total number of gallons discharged, type of pollutant removal equipment used, type of 
dechlorination equipment used if applicable, type of dechlorination chemicals used if applicable, concentration of 
residual chlorine if applicable, type(s) of sediment controls used, and field and laboratory monitoring data.  
Records shall be retained for three years, unless the Regional Water Board requests a longer record retention 
period and shall be made available upon request by the MS4 Permittee or the Regional Water Board. 
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County MS4 permit (R4-2009-0057), the Orange County MS4 permit (Order No. R9-
2009-0002), the Riverside County MS4 permit (R9-2010-0016), and the San Diego 
County MS4 permit (R9-2007-0001). Conditions established in this permit for each of 
the non-storm water discharge categories ensure the protection of receiving water 
quality and are considered common practices. 
 
Dischargers permitted under NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 are required to contact 
the appropriate Permittee(s) with jurisdiction over the MS4, including but not limited 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, within 24 hours, whenever there is 
a discharge of 50,000 gallons or more from utility vaults and underground structures 
to the MS4. This MS4 notification requirement for dischargers of uncontaminated 
pumped groundwater permitted under NPDES Permit No. CAG990002 has been 
added to this iteration of the permit to ensure that Permittees are aware of the 
requirement and can monitor the discharge to the MS4 as appropriate.  
 
The conditions for landscape irrigation have been split into potable and reclaimed 
landscape irrigation categories. As identified in the Orange County MS4 permit 
incidental runoff from landscape irrigation projects including over irrigation and 
overspray have the potential to contribute landscape derived pollutants such as 
bacteria, nutrients, and pesticides to receiving waters. In addition, the California 
Recycled Water Policy identifies the need for control of incidental runoff from 
landscape irrigation projects, particularly as it relates to recycled water use. The 
BMPs incorporated into the permit for potable landscape irrigation ensure that water 
is conserved, overspray and over irrigation causing incidental runoff is minimized, 
and exposure to landscape related pollutants is minimized.  
 
State Water Board Water Quality Order No. 2009-0006-DWQ, General Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Landscape Irrigation Uses of Municipal Recycled 
Water, is a general permit for producers and distributors of recycled water for 
landscape irrigation uses. As part of this general permit, the producers and 
distributors of recycled water for landscape irrigation are required to develop an 
Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) that includes an Operations Plan and 
an Irrigation Management Plan. Therefore, any reclaimed landscape irrigation 
discharges to the MS4 must comply with the relevant portion of the O&M Plan 
including the Irrigation Management Plan. By explicitly referencing the O&M 
requirement in this permit, it centralizes the requirements for reclaimed landscape 
irrigation and helps to ensure that procedures are in place for conserving water, 
minimizing incidental runoff, and minimizing exposure to landscape related 
pollutants. 
 
Non-storm water discharge provisions have been added for the dewatering of lakes 
to the MS4. The provisions for the dewatering of lakes including removing and 
legally disposing of all visible trash on the shoreline or on the surface of the lake and 
the cleaning of the MS4 inlet and outlet where the water will be discharged to the 
receiving water have been consistently incorporated into Regional Water Board 
authorizations to discharge non-storm water from lakes, reservoirs, and ponds. In 
addition provisions for volumetrically and velocity controlling discharges as well as 
taking measurements to stabilize lake bottom sediments are incorporated into the 
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provisions of this Order to ensure that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at 
an acceptable level. The permit provisions for the dewatering of lakes ensure the 
protection of receiving water quality.  
 
Basin plan requirements for residual chlorine have been explicitly included in the 
conditions for potable drinking water supply and distribution system releases, 
dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges, and dewatering of 
decorative fountains. Related to swimming pool discharges, discharges of cleaning 
wastewater and filter backwash are specifically mentioned as being allowed only if 
authorized under a separate NPDES permit. The Regional Water Board has a 
general permit for discharges of nonprocess wastewater to surface waters in coastal 
watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura counties (NPDES Permit No. CAG994003) 
that may address discharges of cleaning wastewater and filter backwash.  
 
Specific BMPs for discharges of swimming pools/spas and the dewatering of 
decorative fountains have been added to this Order including prohibiting the 
dewatering of swimming pools/spas or decorative fountains containing copper-based 
algaecides and requiring the implementation of controls to prevent introduction of 
pollutants prior to discharge. Swimming pool/spa discharges and decorative fountain 
water must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding time, aeration, and/or 
sodium thiosulfate and if necessary shall be pH adjusted to within the range of 6.5 
and 8.5. The MS4 inlet and outlet must be inspected and cleaned out immediately 
prior to discharge to protect receiving water quality. In addition provisions for 
volumetrically and velocity controlling discharges are incorporated into the provisions 
of this Order to ensure that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at an 
acceptable level.  
 
In addition to the specific inclusion of Basin Plan water quality objectives for residual 
chlorine, this Order allows discharges of potable drinking water supply and 
distribution system releases as long as specified BMPs are implemented. BMPs 
must be implemented to prevent introduction of pollutants to potable water releases 
prior to discharge to the receiving water. BMPs must be consistent with the 
American Water Works Association (California – Nevada Section) BMP Manual for 
Drinking Water System Releases and other applicable guidelines. Similar to 
discharges of swimming pools/spas and dewatering of decorative fountains, potable 
drinking water supply releases must be dechlorinated or debrominated using holding 
time, aeration, and/or sodium thiosulfate and if necessary shall be pH adjusted to 
within the range of 6.5 and 8.5. The MS4 inlet and outlet must be inspected and 
cleaned out immediately prior to discharge to protect receiving water quality. BMPs 
such as sand bags or gravel bags, or other appropriate means shall be utilized to 
prevent sediment transport and all sediment shall be collected and disposed of in a 
legal and appropriate manner. In addition provisions for volumetrically and velocity 
controlling discharges are incorporated into the provisions of this Order to ensure 
that turbidity in receiving waters are maintained at an acceptable level. 
 
The permit provisions for potable drinking water supply and distribution system 
releases, dechlorinated/debrominated swimming pool/spa discharges, and 
dewatering of decorative fountains ensures the protection of receiving water quality. 
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The Regional Water Board evaluated and established a list of approved BMPs for 
various programs and activities through Regional Water Board Resolution 98-08 that 
serves as appropriate BMPs for inclusion in the Discharger and Permittees’ 
regulatory programs. Requirements for street/sidewalk wash water contained in 
Resolution 98-08 have also been explicitly incorporated into this Order. The 
inclusion of the requirements contained in Resolution 98-08 helps to ensure that 
Permittees are aware of the requirements and ensures the protection of receiving 
water quality.  
 
Specific BMPs for discharges from non-commercial car washing have been 
incorporated into this Order to prevent the introduction of pollutants prior to 
discharge. BMPs that must be implemented for the discharge of non-commercial 
vehicle wash water include minimizing the amount of water used by turning off 
nozzles or kinking the hose when not spraying a vehicle and by using a pressure 
washer; using biodegradable, phosphate free detergents and non-toxic cleaning 
products; where possible, washing vehicles on permeable surfaces where wash 
water can percolate into the ground; creating a temporary berm or block off the 
storm drains; using pumps or vacuums to direct water to pervious areas; and 
emptying buckets of soapy water or rinse water into the sanitary sewer system. 
These BMPs are common practice and ensure the protection of receiving water 
quality. 
 
The inclusion of conditions for flows related to non-emergency fire-fighting activities 
is new to this iteration of the permit. Conditions for discharges related to fire fighting 
activities have been incorporated into other MS4 permits including both Orange 
County and Riverside County. Flows resulting from emergency fire fighting activities 
necessary for the protection of life or property do not require implementation of 
specific BMPs. 
 
The specific BMPs for discharges associated with non-emergency fire fighting 
activities that have been incorporated into this Order have been incorporated into 
other California MS4 permits. Both the Riverside County and Orange County MS4 
permits require the development and implementation of a program to address 
pollutants from non-emergency fire fighting flows. Rather than develop a program to 
address non-emergency fire fighting flows, common BMPs used in association with 
non-emergency fire fighting discharges have been incorporated into this Order. 
Guidance on BMPs contained in this Order for non-emergency fire fighting activities 
is available in the Best Management Practices Plan for Urban Runoff Management 
for Participating Riverside County Fire Fighting Agencies.  
 
The inclusion of specific conditions for exempted non-storm water discharges in this 
Order centralizes the requirements for non-storm water discharges. Conditions 
established in this permit for each of the conditionally exempt non-storm water 
discharge categories are common practice and have been incorporated into other 
area MS4 permits. 
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6. Permittee Requirements for Non-Storm Water Discharges 

This Order includes specific requirements for Permittees related to more targeted 
screening of MS4 outfalls for non-storm water discharges, and monitoring and 
evaluation of significant non-storm water discharges. Permittees are required to 
develop and implement procedures to ensure that all conditions required for 
conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges are being implemented. These 
requirements also help to clarify the responsibilities of the Permittees versus the 
responsibilities of the non-MS4 Permittee dischargers to the MS4. The development 
and implementation of these procedures helps to ensure compliance with the non-
storm water discharge prohibition and ensure that the non-storm water discharges 
are not sources of pollutants.  

 
B. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 

Section 301(b)(1)(A) of the CWA and 40 CFR section 122.44(a) require that NPDES 
permits include technology based effluent limitations.11 In 1987, the CWA was amended 
to require that municipal storm water discharges “reduce the discharge of pollutants to 
the maximum extent practicable.” (CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii).)  The “maximum extent 
practicable” (MEP) standard is the applicable federal technology based standard that 
MS4 owners and operators must attain to comply with their NPDES permits.12 The 
corresponding regulatory provisions that further detail the MEP standard can be found 
in 40 CFR sections 122.26(d)(2)(iv) and 122.44(k)(2).  
 
Neither Congress nor the USEPA has specifically defined the term “maximum extent 
practicable.” Rather, the MEP standard is a flexible and evolving standard.  Congress 
established this flexible MEP standard so that administrative bodies would have “the 
tools to meet the fundamental goals of the Clean Water Act in the context of storm 
water pollution.”13  This standard was designed to allow permit writers flexibility to tailor 
permits to the site-specific nature of MS4s and to use a combination of pollution controls 
that may be different in different permits.14 The MEP standard is also expected to evolve 
in light of programmatic improvements, new source control initiatives, and technological 
advances that serve to improve the overall effectiveness of storm water management 
programs in reducing pollutant loading to receiving waters. This is consistent with 
USEPA’s interpretation of storm water management programs. As explained by USEPA 
in its 1990 rulemaking, “EPA anticipates that storm water management programs will 
evolve and mature over time” (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 1990)). There is 
ample evidence of this evolution in storm water management. Two local examples 
include the development of full capture trash control devices in response to the Los 
Angeles Region Trash TMDLs, and the development of innovative media filters for use 

                                            
11

 A technology based effluent limitation is based on the capability of a model treatment method to reduce a pollutant to a 
certain concentration (NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual, Appendix A). Technology based requirements represent the minimum 
level of control that must be imposed in a permit issued under CWA § 402. 

12
 Note that the MEP standard only applies to storm water discharges from the MS4. Non-storm water discharges are subject 
to a different standard – specifically, non-storm water discharges through the MS4 must be effectively prohibited. 

13
 Building Industry Ass’n of San Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Board, 124 Cal. App. 4

th
 866, 884 (2004).       

14
 In re City of Irving, Texas, Municipal Storm Sewer System, (July 16, 2001), 10 E.A.D. 111 (E.P.A.), *6. 
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in outfalls at the Boeing Santa Susana Field Laboratory that have potential municipal 
applications.  
 
To provide clarification to the Regional Water Boards, the State Water Board’s Office of 
Chief Counsel issued a memorandum dated February 11, 1993 regarding the “Definition 
of ‘Maximum Extent Practicable’”. In the memorandum, the State Water Board 
interpreted the MEP standard to entail “a serious attempt to comply,” and that under the 
MEP standard, “practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.” The memorandum 
states, “[i]n selecting BMPs which will achieve MEP, it is important to remember that 
municipalities will be responsible to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to 
the maximum extent practicable. This means choosing effective BMPs, and rejecting 
applicable BMPs only where other effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the 
BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost would be prohibitive.” The 
memorandum further states that, “[a]fter selecting a menu of BMPs, it is of course the 
responsibility of the discharger to insure that all BMPs are implemented.” 
 
This Order includes programmatic requirements in six areas pursuant to 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv) as well as numeric design standards for storm water runoff from new 
development and redevelopment consistent with the federal MEP standard (see State 
Water Board Order WQ 2000-11, the “LA SUSMP Order”). This Order also includes 
protocols for periodically evaluating and modifying or adding control measures, 
consistent with the concept that MEP is an evolving and flexible standard. 
 
Finally, this Order includes BMP Performance Standards derived from the International 
BMP Database as a guide for BMP selection and design, and as a tool for evaluating 
the effectiveness of individual post-construction BMPs in reducing pollutant loads and 
assessing compliance with the MEP standard. USEPA recommends the use of numeric 
benchmarks for BMPs to estimate BMP effectiveness and as triggers for taking 
additional actions such as evaluating the effectiveness of individual BMPs, 
implementing and/or modifying BMPs, or providing additional measures to protect water 
quality.15 
 

C. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 

In addition to requiring that MS4 permits include technology based requirements 
consistent with the MEP standard, section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA authorizes the 
inclusion of “such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of [] pollutants.”16 This requirement gives USEPA or the State 
permitting authority discretion to determine what permit conditions are necessary to 
control pollutants. Generally, permit requirements designed to achieve water quality 
standards are referred to as water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs). A 

                                            
15

 See USEPA November 22, 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations 
(WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.” 

16
 The first and second iterations of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit relied solely upon requirements consistent with the 
MEP standard to work toward achieving water quality standards. Note that the MEP standard is distinct from a water quality 
based standard; each has a different basis. Therefore, while from a practical point of view, the goal of all MS4 permit 
conditions is to control pollutants in discharges to ultimately achieve certain water quality outcomes, water quality based 
standards are directly derived from this desired outcome, while the MEP standard is anticipated to be a way of working 
toward the desired outcome, but is not directly derived from it,  
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WQBEL is a restriction on the quantity or concentration of a pollutant that may be 
discharged from a point source into a receiving water that is necessary to achieve an 
applicable water quality standard in the receiving water.17 WQBELs may be expressed 
narratively or numerically.  

In its Phase I Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, USEPA elaborated on these 
requirements, stating that, “permits for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer 
systems must require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, and where necessary water quality-based controls” (see 55 Fed. 
Reg. 47990, 47994 (Nov. 16, 1990). In December 1999, USEPA reiterated in its Phase 
II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule that MS4 “permit conditions must provide for 
attainment of applicable water quality standards (including designated uses), allocations 
of pollutant loads established by a TMDL, and timing requirements for implementation of 
a TMDL.”18 The State Water Board has affirmed that MS4 permits must include 
requirements necessary to achieve compliance with the applicable technology based 
standard of MEP and to achieve water quality standards.19 

WQBELs are required for point source discharges that have the reasonable potential to 
cause or contribute to an excursion of water quality standards and technology based 
effluent limitations or standards are not sufficient to achieve water quality standards.20 

The State Water Board has previously concluded that sole reliance in MS4 permits on  
BMP based requirements is not sufficient to ensure attainment of water quality 
standards (see State Water Board Order 2001-015). The Regional Water Board concurs 
with this conclusion. This conclusion is amply supported by Regional Water Board and 
USEPA established TMDLs for impaired waters in the Los Angeles Region, indicating 
that MS4 discharges are a continuing source of pollutants to the impaired receiving 
waters notwithstanding the implementation of storm water management programs that 
have been driven by the MEP standard by Permittees for the last two decades. 

In this Order, WQBELs are included where the Regional Water Board has determined 
that discharges from the MS4 have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an 
excursion above water quality standards.21 Reasonable potential can be demonstrated 
in several ways, one of which is through the TMDL development process. Where a point 
source is assigned a WLA in a TMDL, the analysis conducted in the development of the 
TMDL provides the basis for the Regional Water Board’s determination that the 
discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
water quality standards in the receiving water. This approach is affirmed in USEPA’s 
Permit Writer’s Manual, which states, “[w]here there is a pollutant with a WLA from a 
TMDL, a permit writer must develop WQBELs.” Therefore, WQBELs are included in this 
Order for all pollutants for which a WLA is assigned to MS4 discharges. 

                                            
17

 See 40 CFR § 122.2; NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual, Appendix A. A WQBEL is distinguished from a technology based 
effluent limitation (TBEL) in that the basis for the WQBEL is the applicable water quality standard for the receiving water, 
while the basis for the TBEL is generally the performance of the best available technology. 

18
 See, e.g., Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68737. 

19
 See, e.g., State Water Board Order WQ 2001-15. 

20
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1)(i); 122.44(d)(1)(iii) 

21
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1)(i)-(iii); 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) 
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Federal regulations further require that, “when developing water quality-based effluent 
limits…the permitting authority shall ensure that effluent limits … are consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocation for the 
discharge…” (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)).  

The Regional Water Board interprets this to mean that the final WQBEL must be 
expressed in similar terms as the underlying WLA; for example, where a TMDL includes 
WLAs for MS4 discharges that provide numeric pollutant load objectives, the WLA 
should be translated into numeric WQBELs in the permit, and at a level to achieve the 
same expected water quality outcome. USEPA also recommends the use of numeric 
WQBELs to meet water quality standards where MS4 discharges have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to a water quality standard excursion. Numeric WQBELs 
will help clarify MS4 permit requirements and improve accountability in this permit term. 

While BMPs22 are central to MS4 permits, permit requirements may only rely upon BMP 
based limitations in lieu of water quality based effluent limitations if: (1) the BMPs are 
adequate to achieve water quality standards, and (2) numeric effluent limitations are 
infeasible.23 As discussed earlier, the State and Regional Water Boards have concluded 
that sole reliance on MEP based permit requirements is not sufficient to ensure the 
achievement of water quality standards. Further, there is insufficient data and 
information available at this time on the prospective implementation of BMPs throughout 
Los Angeles County to provide the Regional Water Board reasonable assurance that 
the BMPs would be sufficient to achieve the WQBELs.24 

Regarding the feasibility of numeric effluent limitations, the Regional Water Board 
concludes that numeric WQBELs are feasible. While a lack of data may have hampered 
the development of numeric effluent limitations for MS4 discharges in earlier permit 
cycles, in the last decade, 33 TMDLs have been developed for water bodies in Los 
Angeles County in which WLAs are assigned to MS4 discharges. In each case, part of 
the development process entailed analyzing pollutant sources and allocating loads 
using empirical relationships or modeling approaches. As a result, it is possible to use 
these numeric WLAs to derive numeric WQBELs for MS4 discharges. USEPA has also 
acknowledged that its expectations regarding the application of numeric WQBELs to 
municipal storm water discharges have changed as the storm water permit program has 
continued to mature over the last decade.25  

                                            
22

 Note that best management practices and effluent limitations are two different types of permit requirements (see 40 CFR §§ 
122.2; 122.44(k), which distinguish the two terms and describe their relationship to each other).  

23
 40 CFR §§ 122.44(d)(1); 122.44(k)(3); see also State Water Board Order 91-03; Memorandum from Elizabeth Miller 
Jennings, Office of Chief Counsel to Bruce Fujimoto, Division of Water Quality, “Municipal Storm Water Permits: Compliance 
with Water Quality Objectives,” October 3, 1995. 

24
 USEPA states in its 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for 
Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs” that, “[w]hen a non-numeric water quality-
based effluent limit is imposed, the permit’s administrative record, including the fact sheet when one is required, needs to 
support that the BMPs are expected to be sufficient to implement the WLA in the TMDL,” citing 40 CFR §§ 124.8, 124.9, and 
124.18. See also USEPA’s 2010 memorandum revising the 2002 memorandum. 

25
 See USEPA 2010 memorandum, “Revisions to the November 22, 2002 Memorandum ‘Establishing Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those 
WLAs’” in which USEPA states, “where the NPDES permitting authority determines that MS4 discharges…have the 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to water quality standards excursions, permit for MS4s…should contain numeric 
effluent limitations where feasible to do so.” USEPA further states, “[w]here the TMDL includes WLAs for stormwater sources 
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The inclusion of numeric WQBELs is also consistent with the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeal’s ruling in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (191 F.3d 1159, 1166 (1999)) that 
the permitting authority has discretion regarding the nature and timing of requirements 
that it includes as MS4 permit conditions to attain water quality standards, and that 
these requirements may include numeric effluent limitations.  

Further, given the variability in implementation of storm water management programs 
across Permittees, numeric WQBELs create an objective, equitable and accountable 
means of controlling MS4 discharges, while providing the flexibility for Permittees to 
comply with the WQBELs in any lawful manner. 

D. Final Effluent Limitations 

Final WQBELs are included in this Order based on the final WLAs assigned to 
discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 in all available TMDLs.  

MS4 permits can include compliance schedules for achieving final WQBELs derived 
from TMDL WLAs, so long as the compliance schedule is consistent with a TMDL 
implementation plan adopted by the Regional Water Board and approved through the 
State’s basin plan amendment process. If a compliance schedule exceeds one year, it 
must include interim requirements pursuant to 40 CFR section 122.47.  

Section 402(o) of the CWA and 40 CFR section 122.44(l) require that effluent limitations 
or conditions in reissued orders be at least as stringent as those in the existing order. 
This Order carries over the final receiving water limitations and WQBELs that were 
included to implement the Marina del Rey Harbor Back Basins and Mothers’ Beach 
Bacteria TMDL and the Los Angeles River Trash TMDL, respectively, in the 2007 and 
2009 amendments to Order No. 01-182. 

E. Interim Effluent Limitations 

Where there is a TMDL implementation plan adopted by the Regional Water Board and 
approved through the State’s basin plan amendment process, interim WQBELs are 
included in this Order based on interim WLAs established for MS4 discharges. 
 

V. RATIONALE FOR RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS 

A. Receiving Water Limitations 

Receiving water limitations are included in all NPDES permits issued pursuant to CWA 
section 402. USEPA reiterated in its Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, that 
MS4 “permit conditions must provide for attainment of applicable water quality 
standards (including designated uses), allocations of pollutant loads established by a 
TMDL, and timing requirements for implementation of a TMDL.”26  USEPA Region IX 
has also affirmed the agency’s position that MS4 discharges must meet water quality 

                                                                                                                                                       
that provide numeric pollutant load…objectives, the WLA should, where feasible, be translated into numeric WQBELs in the 
applicable stormwater permits.” 

26
 See, e.g., Phase II Stormwater Regulations, Final Rule, 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68737. 
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standards in a series of comment letters on MS4 permits issued by various California 
regional water boards.27 Both the State Water Board and Regional Water Board have 
previously concluded that discharges from the MS4 contain pollutants that have the 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursion above water quality standards.  

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals explained that, “[w]ater quality standards are used as 
a supplementary basis for effluent limitations [guidelines] so that numerous dischargers, 
despite their individual compliance with technology based effluent limitations, can be 
regulated to prevent water quality from falling below acceptable levels” (NRDC v. 
County of Los Angeles, 673 F.3d 880, 886). Receiving water limitations are included in 
this Order to ensure that individual and collective discharges from the MS4 do not cause 
or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards necessary to protect the 
beneficial uses of the receiving waters. 

The receiving water limitations in this Order consist of all applicable numeric or narrative 
water quality objectives or criteria, or limitations to implement the applicable water 
quality objectives or criteria, for receiving waters as contained in Chapters 3 and 7 of 
the Basin Plan, water quality control plans or policies adopted by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, including Resolution No. 68-16, or federal regulations, 
including but not limited to, 40 CFR sections 131.12 and 131.38.  The water quality 
objectives in the Basin Plan have been approved by USEPA and combined with the 
designated beneficial uses constitute the water quality standards required under federal 
law. 

This Order includes three main provisions related to receiving water limitations. First, 
consistent with CWA section 402(p)(B)(3)(iii) and 40 CFR section 122.44(d)(1), it 
includes a provision stating that discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of receiving water limitations are prohibited. This is also in accord with the 
State Water Board’s finding in Order WQ 98-01 (“The [State Water Board] agrees that 
the NPDES permit must prohibit discharges that “cause” or “contribute” to violations of 
water quality standards.”). Second, it includes a provision stating that discharges from 
the MS4 of stormwater or non-stormwater, for which a Permittee is responsible, shall 
not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.28   

Third, it includes a provision that states that Permittees shall achieve these two 
prohibitions “through timely implementation of control measures and other actions to 
reduce pollutants in the discharges in accordance with the storm water management 
program and its components and other requirements of this Order including any 
modifications.” This third provision elucidates the process by which Permittees are 
expected to achieve the first two provisions and then outlines the so-called “iterative 
process” whereby certain actions are required when exceedances of receiving water 
limitations occur and discharges from the MS4 are implicated. This iterative process 
includes submitting a Receiving Water Limitations Compliance Report; revising the 

                                            
27

 See, e.g., letter from Alexis Strauss, Acting Director, Water Division, USEPA Region IX, to Walt Pettit, Executive Director, 
State Water Board, re: SWRCB/OCC File A-1041 for Orange County, dated January 21, 1998. 

28
 Wat. Code, § 13377 (“the state board or the regional boards shall . . . issue waste discharge requirements and dredged or 
fill material permits which apply and ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of the [CWA], thereto, together with any 
more stringent effluent standards or limitations necessary to implement waste quality control  plans, or for the protection of 
beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance”). 
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storm water management program and its components to include additional BMPs, an 
implementation schedule and additional monitoring to address the exceedances; and 
implementing the revised storm water management program. The inclusion of this 
protocol for estimating BMP effectiveness and taking additional actions such as 
implementing additional BMPs and/or modifying BMPs to improve their effectiveness 
when monitoring demonstrates that they are necessary to protect water quality is 
consistent with USEPA’s expectations for MS4 permits.29 

The State and Regional Water Boards have stated that each of the three provisions are 
independently applicable, meaning that compliance with one provision does not provide 
a “safe harbor” where there is non-compliance with another provision (i.e., compliance 
with the third provision does not shield a Permittee who may have violated the first or 
second provision from an enforcement action). Rather, the third provision is intended to 
ensure that the necessary storm water management programs and controls are in 
place, and that they are modified by Permittees in a timely fashion when necessary, so 
that the first two provisions are achieved as soon as possible. USEPA expressed the 
importance of this independent applicability in a series of comment letters on MS4 
permits proposed by various regional water boards. At that time, USEPA expressly 
objected to certain MS4 permits that included language stating, “permittees will not be in 
violation of this [receiving water limitation] provision …” (if certain steps are taken to 
evaluate and improve the effectiveness of the Drainage Area Management Plan 
(DAMP)), concluding that this phrase would not comply with the CWA.30 

The receiving water limitations provisions in this Order are the same as those included 
in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 Permit provisions, and are based on 
precedential State Water Board Orders WQ 98-01 and WQ 99-05.  

The Receiving Water Limitations provisions of Order No. 01-182 have been litigated 
twice, and in both cases the courts have upheld the language and the State and 
Regional Water Board’s interpretation of it. Both courts ruled that the first two provisions 
are independently applicable from the third provision that establishes the “iterative 
process” requirements and no “safe harbor” exists.  

The provisions were first litigated in 2005 where the Los Angeles County Superior Court 
stated, “In sum, the Regional [Water] Board acted within its authority when it included 
Parts 2.1 and 2.2 in the Permit without a ‘safe harbor,’ whether or not compliance 
therewith requires efforts that exceed the ‘MEP’ standard.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm 
Water Permit Litig., No. BS 080548, at 4-5, 7 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005).).  

The provisions were again litigated in 2011. In that case, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeal in NRDC v. County of Los Angeles (673 F.3d 880, 886) affirmed that the 
iterative process (in Part 2.3 of the 2001 Order) does not “forgive” violations of the 
discharge prohibitions (in Parts 2.1 and 2.2 of the 2001 Order). The court acknowledged 
that Part 2.3 clarifies that Parts 2 and 3 interact, but the court concluded that Part 2.3 
“offers no textual support for the proposition that compliance with certain provisions 

                                            
29

 See, e.g., USEPA 2002 memorandum, “Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for 
Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.” 

30
 See note 20. 
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shall forgive non-compliance with the discharge prohibitions.” The Ninth Circuit further 
concluded that, “[a]s opposed to absolving noncompliance or exclusively adopting the 
MEP standard, the iterative process ensures that if water quality standards ‘persist,’ 
despite prior abatement efforts, a process will commence whereby a responsible 
Permittee amends its SQMP. Given that Part 3 of the [2001] Permit states that SQMP 
implementation is the ‘minimum’ required of each Permittee, the discharge prohibitions 
serve as additional requirements that operate as enforceable water-quality-based 
performance standards required by the Regional Board.” 

This Order includes requirements in Part VI.E of this Order to implement WLAs 
assigned to MS4 discharges from 33 TMDLs. Those TMDLs adopted through the 
State’s basin planning process include programs of implementation pursuant to 
California Water Code section 13242, including implementation schedules, for attaining 
water quality standards. The TMDL provisions in Part VI.E and attachments include 
compliance schedules for TMDLs adopted by the Regional Water Board consistent with 
the TMDL implementation schedule to achieve the final receiving water limitations. The 
Regional Water Board recognizes that, in the case of impaired waters subject to a 
TMDL, the permit’s receiving water limitations for the pollutants addressed by the TMDL 
may be exceeded during the period of TMDL implementation. Therefore, this Order 
provides, in Part VI.E.2.c, that an MS4 Permittee shall not be considered in violation of 
a receiving water limitation in Part V.A. of this Order for the particular pollutant 
addressed by the TMDL, if the Permittee is in full compliance with the applicable TMDL 
requirements pursuant to the compliance schedules in this Order. 

For water body-pollutant combinations not addressed by a TMDL, the Regional Water 
Board will work with the MS4 Permittees through the process outlined in Part V.A.3 in 
this Order or the prioritization and adaptive management processes in Permittees’ 
watershed management programs (which mirror the iterative process in Part V.A.3), so 
that additional controls are implemented in an expeditious manner to address 
exceedances of receiving water limitations that are caused or contributed to by 
discharges from the MS4. Generally, to comply with Part V.A.3, the Regional Water 
Board expects that MS4 Permittees will address isolated exceedances of receiving 
water limitations through the screening of MS4 outfalls for significant non-storm water 
discharges and subsequent source identification (including monitoring and comparison 
to non-storm water action levels, where appropriate) and elimination actions and 
through its illicit connection/illicit discharges elimination program. For persistent 
exceedances of receiving water limitations, the Regional Water Board expects that MS4 
Permittees will comply with Part V.A.3 by first undertaking a detailed source 
assessment in the contributing drainage area as part of its watershed management 
program (as required by Part VI.C.3.a.iii of this Order), and identifying and implementing 
additional BMPs and other control measures (as required by Parts VI.C.3.b and VI.C.4 
of this Order). The detailed source assessment and identification of BMPs and control 
measures may also be conducted during the adaptive management process of the 
watershed management program in response to exceedances of receiving water 
limitations that occur between the initial development of the watershed management 
program and the first evaluation of program effectiveness.     
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VI. RATIONALE FOR PROVISIONS 

A. Standard Provisions 

Standard Provisions, which apply to all NPDES permits in accordance with 40 CFR 
section 122.41, and additional conditions applicable to specified categories of permits in 
accordance with 40 CFR section 122.42, are provided in Attachment D.  Dischargers 
must comply with all standard provisions and with those additional conditions that are 
applicable under 40 CFR section 122.42. 

B. Watershed Management Programs 

The purpose of the Watershed Management Programs is to provide a framework for 
Permittees to implement the requirements of this Order in an integrated and 
collaborative fashion to address water quality priorities on a watershed scale. This 
watershed management paradigm is consistent with federal regulations that support the 
development of permit conditions, as well as the implementation of storm water 
management programs, at a watershed scale (40 CFR §§ 122.26(a)(3)(ii), 
122.26(a)(3)(v), and 122.26(d)(2)(iv)). USEPA later issued a Watershed-Based NPDES 
Permitting Policy Statement (USEPA, 2003) that defines watershed-based permitting as 
an approach that produces NPDES permits that are issued to point sources on a 
geographic or watershed basis. In this policy statement, USEPA explains that, “[t]he 
utility of this tool relies heavily on a detailed, integrated, and inclusive watershed 
planning process.” USEPA identifies a number of important benefits of watershed 
permitting, including more environmentally effective results; the ability to emphasize 
measuring the effectiveness of targeted actions on improvements in water quality; 
reduced cost of improving the quality of the nation’s waters; and more effective 
implementation of watershed plans, including TMDLs, among others. 
 
There are several reasons for this shift in emphasis from Order No. 01-182. A 
watershed based structure for permit implementation is consistent with TMDLs 
developed by the Los Angeles Water Board and USEPA, which are established at a 
watershed or subwatershed scale and are a prominent new part of this Order. Many of 
the Permittees regulated by this Order have already begun collaborating on a 
watershed scale to develop monitoring and implementation plans required by TMDLs. 
Additionally, a watershed based structure comports with the recent amendment to the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control Act (Assembly Bill 2554 in 2010), which allows the 
LACFCD to assess a parcel tax for storm water and clean water programs. Funding is 
subject to voter approval in accordance with Proposition 218. Fifty percent of funding is 
allocated to nine “watershed authority groups” to implement collaborative water quality 
improvement plans. 

 
An emphasis on watersheds is appropriate at this stage in the region’s MS4 program to 
shift the focus of the Permittees from rote program development and implementation to 
more targeted, water quality driven planning and implementation. Addressing MS4 
discharges on a watershed scale focuses on water quality results by emphasizing the 
receiving waters within the watershed. The conditions of the receiving waters drive 

RB-AR4357



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-39 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

management actions, which in turn focus on the measures to address pollutant 
contributions from MS4 discharges.    
 
The ultimate goal of the Watershed Management Programs is to ensure that discharges 
from the Los Angeles County MS4: (i) achieve applicable WQBELs that implement 
TMDLs, (ii) do not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water limitations, 
and (iii) for non-storm water discharges from the MS4, are not a source of pollutants to 
receiving waters.  
 
After more than 20 years of program implementation, it is critical that the Permittees 
design and implement their programs based on their improved knowledge of storm 
water and its impacts on local receiving waters and by employing BMPs and other 
control measures that have been developed and refined over the past two decades. The 
Watershed Management Programs are driven by strategic planning and 
implementation, which will ultimately result in more cost effective implementation. The 
Watershed Management Programs will provide permittees with the flexibility to prioritize 
and customize control measures to address the water quality issues specific to the 
watershed management area (WMA), consistent with federal regulations (40 CFR § 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)).  
 
Focusing on watershed implementation does not mean that the Permittees must expend 
funds outside of their jurisdictions. Rather, the Permittees within each watershed are 
expected to collaborate to develop a watershed strategy to address the high priority 
water quality problems within each watershed. They have the option of implementing 
the strategy in the manner they find to be most effective. Each Permittee can implement 
the strategy individually within its jurisdiction, or the Permittees can group together to 
implement the strategy throughout the watershed.   
 
While this Order includes a new emphasis on addressing MS4 discharges on a 
watershed basis, this Order includes recognition of the importance of continued 
program implementation on jurisdictional levels.  This Order also acknowledges that 
jurisdictional and watershed efforts may be integrated to achieve water quality 
outcomes.   
 
In this Order, the watershed requirements serve as the mechanism for this program 
integration.  Since jurisdictional activities also serve watershed purposes, such activities 
can be integrated into the Permittees’ watershed management programs. Such 
opportunities for program integration inherently provide flexibility to the Permittees in 
implementing their programs.  Program integration can be expanded or minimized as 
the Permittees see fit.  Some Permittees may opt to continue jurisdiction-specific 
implementation for certain programs, while for other program areas more collaborative 
watershed scale implementation may be more effective. Permittees identify individual 
roles and responsibilities as part of the Watershed Management Program Plan.  
 
Permittees can customize the BMPs to be implemented, or required to be implemented, 
for development, construction, and existing development areas.  Flexibility to determine 
which industrial or commercial sites are to be inspected is also provided to the 
Permittees.  Educational approaches are also to be determined by the Permittees under 
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this Order.  Significant leeway is also provided to the Permittees in using methods to 
assess the effectiveness of their various runoff management programs.  This flexibility is 
further extended to the monitoring program requirements, which allow the Permittees to 
develop monitoring approaches to several aspects of the monitoring program. 
 
The challenge in drafting this Order is to provide the flexibility described above, while 
ensuring that this Order provides baseline requirements and is still enforceable.  To 
achieve this, this Order frequently prescribes baseline or default requirements, such as 
for each of the six “minimum control measures” within a Permittee’s baseline storm 
water management program, while providing the Permittees with flexibility to propose 
customized actions as part of their watershed management program.   
 
Permittees that elect to develop a Watershed Management Program must submit a 
“Notice of Intent” to the Regional Water Board no later than six months after the 
effective date of this Order. The Notice of Intent must be signed by all Permittees 
electing to participate in the Watershed Management Program for the Watershed 
Management Area. Permittees that do not elect to develop a Watershed Management 
Program are subject to the baseline storm water management program requirements in 
this Order and must demonstrate compliance with applicable WQBELs through 
monitoring data collected from the Permittee’s outfall(s).  
 
Permittees electing to develop a Watershed Management Program must submit a draft 
plan for approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer no later than one year 
after the effective date of this Order.  
 
Each Watershed Management Program must:  
 
1. Prioritize water quality issues resulting from storm water and non-storm water 

discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to receiving waters within each Watershed 
Management Area,  

2. Identify and implement strategies, control measures, and BMPs to achieve 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations, 
consistent with applicable compliance schedules in this Order, 

3. Execute a monitoring and assessment program to determine progress towards 
achieving applicable limitations, and 

4. Revise strategies, control measures, and BMPs as necessary to maintain progress 
towards achieving applicable limitations. 

 
Watershed Management Programs must be developed using the Regional Water 
Board’s Watershed Management Areas (see Attachments B and C of this Order). 
Where appropriate, Watershed Management Areas may be separated into 
subwatersheds to focus water quality prioritization and implementation efforts by 
receiving water, or to align Permittee groups with “watershed authority groups” 
designated in the Los Angeles County Flood Control Act, so long as the Permittees 
implement all TMDL provisions for which they are identified as a responsible Permittee.   
 
Permittees must identify the water quality priorities within each Watershed Management 
Area that will be addressed by the Watershed Management Program consistent with 40 
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CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv). At a minimum, these priorities must include achieving 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
established pursuant to TMDLs and included in this Order. 
 
Each plan must include an evaluation of existing water quality conditions, including 
characterization of storm water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 and 
receiving water quality, consistent with 40 CFR §§ 122.26(d)(1)(iv) and 122.26(d)(2)(iii), 
to support identification and prioritization/sequencing of management actions. 
 
On the basis of the evaluation of existing water quality conditions, water body-pollutant 
combinations must be classified into one of the following three categories: 
 
• Category 1 (Highest Priority):  Water body-pollutant combinations for which water 

quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations are included in 
this Order to implement TMDLs. 

• Category 2 (High Priority):  Pollutants for which data indicate water quality 
impairment in the receiving water according to the State’s Listing Policy.  

• Category 3 (Medium Priority):  Pollutants for which there are insufficient data to 
indicate water quality impairment in the receiving water according to the State’s 
Listing Policy, but which exceed applicable water quality standards.  

 
Utilizing existing information, potential sources within the watershed for the pollutants in 
Categories 1 and 2 must be identified, consistent with 40 CFR sections 122.26(d)(1)(iii) 
and 122.26(d)(2)(ii). Permittees must identify known and suspected storm water and 
non-storm water pollutant sources in discharges to the MS4 and from the MS4 to 
receiving waters and any other stressors related to MS4 discharges causing or 
contributing to the highest water quality priorities (Categories 1 and 2). 
 
Based on the findings of the source assessment, the issues within each watershed must 
be prioritized and sequenced. Factors that must be considered in establishing 
watershed priorities include: 
 
1. Pollutants for which there are water quality based effluent limitations and/or 

receiving water limitations with interim or final compliance deadlines within the 
permit term.  

2. Pollutants for which there are water quality based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations with interim or final compliance deadlines between 
October 26, 2012 and October 25, 2017.  

3. Pollutants for which data indicate impairment in the receiving water and the findings 
from the source assessment implicates discharges from the MS4, but no TMDL has 
been developed. 

 
Permittees must identify strategies, control measures, and BMPs to implement through 
their jurisdictional storm water management programs, or collectively on a watershed 
scale, with the goal of creating an efficient program to focus individual and collective 
resources on watershed priorities.   
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The following provisions of this Order may be part of the Watershed Control Measures 
within a Watershed Management Program:  
 
1. Minimum Control Measures. Permittees may assess the minimum control measures 

(MCMs) as defined in this Order to identify opportunities for focusing resources on 
the high priority issues in each watershed.  For each of the following minimum 
control measures, Permittees may propose modifications that will achieve equivalent 
pollutant control given watershed priorities: 

 
a. Development Construction Program 
b. Industrial/Commercial Program   
c. Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Program 
d. Public Agency Activities Program   
e. Public Information and Participation Program  

 
2. Non-Storm Water Discharge Measures.  Where Permittees identify non-storm water 

discharges from the MS4 as a source of pollutants in the source assessment, the 
Watershed Control Measures must include strategies, control measures, and/or 
BMPs that will be implemented to effectively eliminate the source of pollutants. 
These may include measures to prohibit the non-storm water discharge to the MS4, 
additional BMPs to reduce pollutants in the non-storm water discharge or conveyed 
by the non-storm water discharge, or strategies to require the non-storm water 
discharge to be separately regulated under a general NPDES permit. 

 
3. TMDL Control Measures.  Permittees must compile control measures that have 

been identified in TMDLs and corresponding implementation plans.  If not sufficiently 
identified in previous documents, or if implementation plans have not yet been 
developed (e.g., EPA promulgated TMDLs), the Permittees must evaluate and 
identify control measures to achieve water quality based effluent limitations and/or 
receiving water limitations established in this Order pursuant to these TMDLs.   
 
a. TMDL control measures must include, where necessary, control measures to 

address both storm water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4.  
b. TMDL control measures may include activities covered under the MCMs as well 

as BMPs and other control measures covered under the non-stormwater 
discharge provisions of this Order.   

c. TMDL control measures must include, at a minimum, those actions that will be 
implemented during the permit term to achieve interim and/or final water quality 
based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with compliance 
deadlines within the permit term. 

 
As part of the Watershed Management Program plan, Permittees must conduct a 
Reasonable Assurance Analysis for each TMDL that consists of an assessment 
(through quantitative analysis or modeling) to demonstrate that the activities and 
control measures identified in the Watershed Control Measures will achieve 
applicable water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
with compliance deadlines during the permit term.  
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Permittees must incorporate and, where necessary develop, numeric milestones and 
compliance schedules into the plan consistent with 40 CFR section 122.47(a).  
Numeric milestones and schedules shall be used to measure progress towards 
addressing the highest water quality priorities and achieving applicable water quality 
based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations.  Where the TMDL 
Provisions do not include interim or final water quality based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations with compliance deadlines during the permit term, 
Permittees must identify interim numeric milestones and compliance schedules to 
ensure significant progress toward achieving interim and final water quality based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations with deadlines beyond the 
permit term (40 CFR § 122.47(a)(3)).   
 
Schedules must be developed for both the strategies, control measures and BMPs 
to be implemented by each individual Permittee within its jurisdiction and for those 
that will be implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale. Schedules 
must be adequate for measuring progress at least twice during the permit term.  
Schedules must incorporate the following:  

 
1. Compliance deadlines occurring within the permit term for all applicable interim 

and/or final water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations 
to implement TMDLs, 
 

2. Interim deadlines and numeric milestones within the permit term for any applicable 
final water quality based effluent limitation and/or receiving water limitation to 
implement TMDLs, where deadlines within the permit term are not otherwise 
specified, 
 

3. For watershed priorities not related to implementing TMDL provisions: 
 

a. Numeric milestones based on measureable criteria or indicators, to be achieved 
in the receiving waters and/or MS4 discharges, 

b. A schedule with interim and final dates for achieving the numeric milestones as 
soon as possible, and 

c. Final dates for achieving the receiving water limitations within the permit term. 
 
Each Permittee must implement the Watershed Management Program immediately 
after determination by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer that the Watershed 
Management Program meets the requirements of this Order. 
 
Clean Water Act section 402(a)(2) requires the permitting authority to prescribe 
conditions for MS4 permits to assure compliance, including conditions on data and 
information collection, reporting, and such other requirements as appropriate. 
Consistent with this requirement, Permittees in each Watershed Management Area 
must develop an integrated program to assess the progress toward achieving the water 
quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations per the compliance 
schedules, and the progress toward addressing the highest water quality priorities for 
each Watershed Management Area.  The integrated watershed monitoring and 
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assessment program must include the monitoring and assessment requirements of the 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) (Attachment E of this Order). 
 
Permittees in each Watershed Management Area must implement the iterative process, 
at least twice during the permit term, adapting the Watershed Management Program to 
become more effective, based on, but not limited to the following: 
 
1. Progress toward achieving the outcome of improved water quality in MS4 discharges 

and receiving waters through implementation of the watershed control measures; 
 

2. Progress toward achieving interim and/or final water quality based effluent limitations 
and/or receiving water limitations, or other numeric milestones where specified, 
according to established compliance schedules; 
 

3. Re-evaluation of the highest water quality priorities identified for the Watershed 
Management Area based on more recent water quality data for discharges from the 
MS4 and the receiving water(s) and a reassessment of sources of pollutants in MS4 
discharges; 
 

4. Availability of new information and data from sources other than the Permittees’ 
monitoring program(s) within the Watershed Management Area that informs the 
effectiveness of the actions implemented by the Permittees; 
 

5. Regional Water Board recommendations; and 
 

6. Recommendations for modifications to the Watershed Management Program 
solicited through a public participation process, consistent with 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv).  

 
Based on the results of the iterative process, Permittees are required to report any 
modifications necessary to improve the effectiveness of the Watershed Management 
Program in the Annual Report, and as part of the Report of Waste Discharge 
(ROWD). Permittees must implement any modifications to the Watershed 
Management Program upon acceptance by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer. 

 
C. Storm Water Management Program Minimum Control Measures (MCMs) 

1. General Requirements 

a. Basis for MCMs.  40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) establishes required elements 
of the Permittees’ storm water management program. The previous permit, Order 
No. 01-182, included six categories of minimum control measures that are 
considered to be baseline or default requirements for meeting the requirements 
of 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv). These requirements were determined 
appropriate within Order No. 01-182 and again appropriate for this Order. The 
minimum control measures require Permittees to implement BMPs that are 
considered necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water to the MEP and to 
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effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges. In lieu of implementing the 
MCMs as described in Part VI of this Order, this Order allows for Permittees to 
develop alternative BMPs to comply with 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv), when 
implemented through a Watershed Management Program approved by the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board. 

b. Timelines for Implementation 

The timelines for implementation of most MCMs contained in Part VI.D of this 
Order is provided in Table F-5 below. Where implementation dates for minimum 
control measures are not provided in the Table, Part VI.D.1.b requires 
implementation within 30 days of the effective date this Order. All obligations 
continue the implementation of existing MS4 program requirements. The Table 
below denotes the timeframe for requirements as well as the basis of those 
timeframes. The majority of the timeframes are consistent with Order No. 01-182 
as well as other area permits including the Ventura County MS4 Permit and the 
State Water Board’s Construction General NPDES Permit. The timeframe for 
notifications, submittals, and attaining compliance with permit requirements are 
determined to be the earliest practicable periods and ensure timely measures for 
protection of water quality.  

Table F-5. Timeline for the Implementation of Permit Requirements 
Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

Discharge Prohibitions 

III.A.2.a.ii Potable water suppliers must notify 
MS4 Permittee if intend to 
discharge to the Permittee’s MS4. 

At least 72 hours prior to 
a planned discharge and 
as soon as possible after 
an unplanned discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

III.A.4.e If the Permittee determines that any 
of the authorized or conditionally 
exempt essential non-storm water 
discharges identified in Parts 
III.A.1.a through III.A.1.c, III.A.2.a or 
III.A.3 is a source of pollutants, 
notify the Regional Water Board if 
the non-storm water discharge has 
coverage under a separate NPDES 
permit or subject to a Record of 
Decision (ROD) approved under 
section 121 of CERCLA, or a 
conditionally exempt essential non-
storm water discharge or 
emergency non-storm water 
discharge. 

Within 30 days of 
determination. 

The language in the 
previous LA MS4 permit, 
Order No. 01-182, states 
“promptly.” The 
specification of a 30 day 
deadline is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality. 

Table III.A Dewatering of Lakes – Ensure 
procedures for advanced 
notification by the lake 
owner/operator to the Permittee(s). 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

Table III.A Dechlorinated/debrominated 
swimming pool/spa discharges – 
Ensure procedures for advanced 
notification by the pool owner to the 
Permittee(s) prior to planned 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

discharges of one acre-foot or 
more. 

Table III.A Dewatering of decorative fountains 
– Ensure procedures for advanced 
notification by the fountain owner to 
the Permittee(s) prior to planned 
discharges of one acre-foot or 
more. 

At least 72 hours in 
advance of discharge. 

Allows for advanced notice 
and sampling, if warranted. 

Receiving Water Limitations 

V.A.3.a Upon determination by either the 
Permittee or the Regional Water 
Board that discharges from the MS4 
are causing or contributing to an 
exceedance of an applicable 
Receiving Water Limitation, the 
Permittee shall notify the Regional 
Water Board within 30 days of 
analytical results and thereafter 
submit an Integrated Monitoring 
Compliance Report within the next 
Annual Report. 

Within 30 days of receipt 
of analytical results from 
the sampling event. 

The language in the 
current LA MS4 permit 
reads “promptly.” The 
specification of a 30 day 
deadline is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality.  

V.A.3.b Submit any modifications to the 
Integrated Monitoring  Compliance 
Report required by the Regional 
Water Board 

Within 30 days 
notification from the 
Regional Water Board. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 

V.A.3.c Permittee shall revise its control 
measures and monitoring program 
to incorporate the improved 
modified BMPs that will be 
implemented, an implementation 
schedule, and any additional 
monitoring required. 

Within 30 days following 
Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer’s 
approval of the Integrated 
Monitoring Report. 

Allows for adequate time 
to make modifications. 

Provisions 

VI.A.2.j Discharger shall file with the 
Regional Water Board a report of 
waste discharge before making any 
material change or proposed 
change in the character, location, or 
volume of the discharge. 

At least 120 days prior to 
any change. 

Standard language. 

Special Provisions: Watershed Management Programs 

VI.C.2.b Permittees that elect to develop a 
Watershed Management Program 
must notify the Regional Water 
Board. 

No later than 6 months 
after the date this Order 
is adopted. 

This provides a reasonable 
amount of time to 
determine participation in a 
WMP, but also ensure 
adequate time for 
implementation of 
watershed scale control 
measures during the term 
of this Order. 

VI.C.2.c Permittees that elect to develop a 
Watershed Management Program 
shall submit a draft plan to the 
Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted. 

This provides a reasonable 
amount of time to 
complete the plan but also 
ensure effective monitoring 
during the term of this 
Order. 

VI.C.6.a.i Permittees in each Watershed At least twice during the This encourages 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

Management Area shall implement 
an adaptive management process 
adapting the Watershed 
Management Program to become 
more effective. 

permit term. application of the iterative 
approach. 

VI.C.6.b.i Permittees in the Watershed 
Management Area shall implement 
the adaptive management process 
with regard to its jurisdictional storm 
water management program to 
improve its effectiveness. 

At least annually. This encourages 
application of the iterative 
approach. 

Special Provisions: Minimum Control Measures 

VI.D.2.a.i Progressive Enforcement and 
Interagency Coordination – In the 
event that a Permittee determines 
that a facility or site operator has 
failed to adequately implement all 
necessary BMPs, that Permittee 
shall take progressive enforcement 
which shall include a follow-up 
inspection. 

Follow-up inspection 
within 4 weeks from the 
date of the initial 
inspection and/or 
investigation. 

This is consistent with the 
current LA MS4 permit. 

VI.D.2.b Progressive Enforcement and 
interagency Coordination – Each 
Permittee shall initiate investigation 
of complaints from facilities within 
its jurisdiction. 

Initiate investigation 
within one business day 
of complaint. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.4.b.ii Public Information and Participation 
Program – If participating in a 
County-wide or Watershed Group 
PIPP, provide contact information 
for their appropriate staff 
responsible for storm water public 
education activities to the 
designated PIPP coordinator and 
contact information changes. 

No later than 30 days 
after a change occurs. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 for 
contact changes, which 
directs contact changes be 
sent to Los Angeles 
County by May 1, 2002. 
However, with the 
elimination of the Principal 
Permittee in this Order, it is 
more appropriate to direct 
any contact information 
changes directly to the 
PIPP coordinator.  

VI.D.5.b.iii Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
update its inventory of critical 
sources. 

Update at least annually. Business turn-over can be 
significant thus an active 
inventory is required.  

VI.D.5.c.i Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
notify the owner/operator of each of 
its inventoried commercial and 
industrial sites identified in Part 
VI.D.5.b of this Order of the BMP 
requirements applicable. 

Notify at least once 
during the five-year 
period of this Order. 

This is required so that the 
owner/operator remains 
informed and vigilant about 
BMP implementation. 

VI.D.5.d.i Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
inspect all commercial facilities 
identified in Part VI.D.5.b of this 
Order twice during the 5-year term 
of this Order with a minimum 

Provided that the first 
mandatory compliance 
inspection occurs no later 
than 2 years after the 
date this Order is 
adopted. 

Order No. 01-182 required 
initial implementation by 
August 2004 (or a little 
over 2.5 years), however 
the 2 year requirement 
contained in this Order is 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

interval of 6 months between the 
first and second mandatory 
compliance inspection required. 

considered reasonable 
and the earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality.  

VI.D.5.e.i.(1) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
perform an initial compliance 
inspection of all industrial facilities 
identified in Part VI.D.5.b.of this 
Order 

No later than 2 years 
after the date this Order 
is adopted.  

Order No. 01-182 required 
initial implementation by 
August 2004 (or a little 
over 2.5 years). However, 
the 2 year requirement 
contained in this Order is 
considered reasonable 
and the earliest practicable 
deadline to ensure the 
protection of water quality. 

VI.D.5.e.i.(2) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
review the State Water Board’s 
Storm Water Multiple Application 
and Report Tracking System 
(SMARTS) database at defined 
intervals to determine if an industrial 
facility has been recently inspected 
by the Regional Water Board. The 
Permittee does not need to inspect 
the facility if it is determined that the 
Regional Water Board conducted 
an inspection of the facility within 
the prior 24 month period.  

The first interval shall 
occur approximately 2 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. The 
second interval shall 
occur approximately 4 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. 

This specific requirement 
for inspecting facilities 
within certain intervals is a 
new requirement, but is 
considered consistent with 
Order No. 01-182.  

VI.D.5.e.i.(3) Industrial/Commercial Business 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
evaluate its inventory of industrial 
facilities and perform a second 
mandatory compliance inspection at 
a minimum of 25% of the facilities 
identified to have filed a No 
Exposure Certification. 

Approximately 3 to 4 
years after the date this 
Order is adopted. 

This is consistent Order 
No. 01-182. 

VI.D.6.c.iii.(4).(f) Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
develop a schedule for the 
completion of offsite projects, 
including milestone dates to 
identify, fund, design, and construct 
the projects. 

Offsite projects shall be 
completed as soon as 
possible, and at the latest 
within 4 years of the 
certificate of occupancy 
for the first project that 
contributed funds toward 
the construction of the 
offsite project. 

This requirement is 
consistent with the 
provisions contained in the 
Ventura County 
Redevelopment Project 
Area Master Plan 
(RPAMP).  

VI.D.6.c.iv.(2).(b) Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee may 
determine, based on data from its 
storm water outfall based 
monitoring program (Attachment E 
Part VIII.A.), that the discharge is 
not causing an exceedance of water 
quality standards. In this scenario, 
the Permittee shall require the 
project proponent to monitor the 
treatment system discharge and 

Monitor the treatment 
system discharge during 
the year’s first 
precipitation event during 
the first two years after 
completion. 

Monitoring of the treatment 
system is warranted and 
will also help to ensure 
adequate maintenance. 
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report data to the Permittee for 
inclusion in its Annual Report. 

VI.D.6.d.i Planning and Land Development 
Program – A local LID ordinance 
that fully incorporated the applicable 
requirements of this Order shall be 
submitted to the Executive Officer 
of the Regional Water Board for 
approval. 

Within 180 days after the 
date this Order is 
adopted. 

The requirement is 
deemed acceptable due to 
the large number of 
existing LID ordinances 
within the Permittees and 
the varied number of 
templates available 
nationally.  

VI.D.6.d.iii.(1).(a)
.(ii) 

Planning and Land Development 
Program – Written conditions in the 
sales or lease agreement, which 
require the property owner or tenant 
to assume responsibility for BMP 
maintenance and conduct a 
maintenance inspection. 

At least once a year. This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.6.d.iv Planning and Land Development 
Program – Each Permittee shall 
implement a tracking system and an 
inspection and enforcement 
program from new development 
and redevelopment post-
construction storm water BMPs. 

No later than 60 days 
after the date this Order 
is adopted. 

A tracking system is 
deemed critical to the 
success of this MCM. 
Additionally, a tracking 
system need not be 
complex and can, and has, 
been developed using 
spreadsheets or 
equivalent. 

VI.D.6.d.iv.(1).(c)
.(ii) 

Planning and Land Development 
Program – Inspection of post-
construction BMPs to assess 
operation conditions with particular 
attention to criteria and procedures 
for post-construction treatment 
control and hydromodification 
control BMP repair, replacement, or 
re-vegetation. 

Inspection at least once 
every 2 years after 
project completion. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 
– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
that discharge to a tributary listed 
by the state as an impaired water 
for sediment or turbidity under CWA 
§ 303(d). 

When two or more 
consecutive days with 
greater than 50% chance 
of rainfall are predicted by 
NOAA, within 48 hours of 
a ½-inch rain event, and 
at least once every two 
weeks. 

This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
State Water Board’s 
General NPDES 
Construction Permit 
Requirements. 

VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 
– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
determined to be a significant threat 
to water quality. 

When two or more 
consecutive days with 
greater than 50% chance 
of rainfall are predicted by 
NOAA, within 48 hours of 
a ½-inch rain event, and 
at least once every two 
weeks. 

This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
State Water Board’s 
General NPDES 
Construction Permit 
Requirements. 

VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) Development Construction Program 
– Inspect public and private 
construction sites 1 acre or larger 
that do not meet other criteria in 
Part VI.D.7.j.ii.(1) of this Order. 

At least monthly. This requirement is 
consistent with the current 
General Construction 
Permit Requirements. 
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VI.D.8.c.iii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall update its 
facility inventory. 

At least twice during the 
term of this Order. 

This requirement is 
deemed reasonable 
because site conditions 
can change at existing 
facilities. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority A catch basins. 

A minimum of 3 times 
during the wet season 
(October 1 through April 
15) and once during the 
dry season every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority B catch basins. 

A minimum of once 
during the wet season 
and once during the dry 
season every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
inspect Priority C catch basins. 

A minimum of once per 
year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.iv.(1).(c) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Provide clean out of catch basins, 
trash receptacles, and grounds in 
the event area. 

Within 24 hours 
subsequent to the event. 

This is consistent with 
thecurrent Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.h.vi.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall inspect the 
legibility of the stencil or label 
nearest each inlet. 

Prior to the wet season 
every year. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.vi.(3) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall record all 
catch basins with illegible stencils 
and re-stencil or re-label. 

Within 180 days of 
inspection. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.vii.(1) Public Agency Activities Program – 
In areas that are not subject to a 
trash TMDL, each Permittee shall 
install trash excluders, or equivalent 
devices, on or in catch basins or 
outfalls, except at sites where the 
application of such BMPs alone will 
cause flooding. 

No later than 2 years 
after the date this Order 
is adopted in areas 
specified as Priority A. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.h.viii.(1) Public Agency Activities Program –
Visual monitoring of Permittee-
owned open channels and other 
drainage structures, including 
debris basins, for debris. 

At least annually. This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.h.viii.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Removal of trash and debris from 
open channels and debris basins. 

A minimum of once per 
year before the wet 
season. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority A areas. 

Swept at least two times 
per month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority B areas. 

Swept at least once per 
month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.ii Public Agency Activities Program – Swept as necessary but This is consistent with 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

Each Permittee shall perform street 
sweeping of curbed streets for 
Priority C areas. 

in no case less than once 
per year. 

Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.i.iv.(1) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Permittee-owned parking lots 
exposed to storm water shall be 
kept clear of debris and excessive 
oil buildup and cleaned using street 
sweeping equipment. 

No less than 2 times per 
month and/or inspected 
no less than 2 times per 
month to determine if 
cleaning is necessary. In 
no case shall a 
Permittee-owned parking 
lot be cleaned less than 
once a month. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182. 

VI.D.8.j.i.(2) Public Agency Activities Program – 
Where the self-waiver has been 
invoked, the Permittee shall submit 
to the Regional Water Board 
Executive Officer a statement of the 
occurrence of the emergency, an 
explanation of the circumstances, 
and the measures that were 
implemented to reduce the threat to 
water quality. 

No later than 30 business 
days after the situation of 
emergency has passed. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.8.k.i Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall train all of their 
employees and contractors in 
targeted positions on the 
requirements of the overall storm 
water management program. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted and annually 
thereafter before June 30. 

Order No. 01-182 allowed 
for this to be initially 
completed by August 
2002. However, since this 
implementation of this 
requirement is continuing 
from the previous LA MS4 
permit, implementation 
within a year is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable period 
for implementation. This is 
consistent with Order No. 
01-182 and the current 
Ventura County MS4 
permit. 

VI.D.8.k.ii Public Agency Activities Program – 
Each Permittee shall train all of their 
employees and contractors in who 
use or have the potential to use 
pesticides or fertilizers. 

No later than 1 year after 
the date this Order is 
adopted and annually 
thereafter before June 30. 

This is consistent with the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.b.ii Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee shall initiate 
investigation(s) to identify and 
locate the source of an illicit 
discharge. 

Within 72 hours of 
becoming aware of the 
illicit discharge. 

Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit require illicit 
discharge investigations 
be initiated within 1 
business day. However, 
the 72 hour requirement 
takes into account the 
possibility of weekend 
spills.  

VI.D.9.b.iv.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – If 
the source of the illicit discharge 

Within 30 days of such 
determination. 

This ensures the ID is 
addressed in a reasonable 
period of time by the 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

has been determined to originate 
within an upstream jurisdiction, the 
Permittee shall notify the upstream 
jurisdiction and the Regional Water 
Board. 

upstream jurisdiction. 

VI.D.9.b.v Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
In the event the Permittee is unable 
to eliminate an ongoing illicit 
discharge following full execution of 
its legal authority and in accordance 
with its Progressive Enforcement 
Policy, or other circumstances 
prevent the full elimination of an 
ongoing illicit discharge, the 
Permittee shall work with the 
Regional Water Board to provide a 
diversion of the entire flow to the 
sanitary sewer or provide treatment. 

Notify the Regional Water 
Board within 30 days of 
such determination and 
provide a written plan for 
review and comment. 

This ensures the Regional 
Water Board is effectively 
engaged in the ultimate 
disposition of ongoing illicit 
discharges. 

VI.D.9.c.ii Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee, upon discovery or 
upon receiving a report of a 
suspected illicit connection, shall 
initiate an investigation. 

Initiate investigation 
within 21 days of 
discovery. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.c.iii.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee, upon confirmation 
of an illicit MS4 connection, shall 
ensure that the connection is 
eliminated. 

Within 180 days of 
completion of the 
investigation. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.e.i.(2) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Initiate investigation of all public and 
employee illicit discharge  and spill 
complaints. 

Within 1 business day of 
receiving the complaint. 

This is consistent with 
Order No. 01-182 and the 
current Ventura County 
MS4 permit. 

VI.D.9.e.i.(3) Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Response to spills for containment. 

Within 4 hours of 
becoming aware of the 
spill, except where such 
spills occur on private 
property, in which case 
should be within 2 hours 
of gaining legal access to 
the property. 

The requirement that spills 
be responded to within 4 
hours of becoming aware 
of the spill, except where 
such spills occur on private 
property, in which case 
should be within 2 hours of 
gaining legal access to the 
property is the earliest 
practicable period for 
implementation and 
ensures the protection of 
water quality. 

VI.D.9.f.iv Illicit Connections and Illicit 
Discharges Elimination Program – 
Each Permittee must create a list of 
applicable staff and contractors 
which require IC/ID training and 
ensure that training is provided. 

At least twice during the 
term of this Order. 

This requirement is new 
and twice during the term 
of this Order is considered 
reasonable and the 
earliest practicable period 
for implementation. 

VI.D.9.f.v Illicit Connections and Illicit Within 180 days of The current Ventura MS4 
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Part Number Requirement Summary Timeframe Basis for Timeframe 

Discharges Elimination Program – 
New Permittee staff members must 
be provided with IC/ID training. 

starting employment. permit specifies that within 
1 year all employees must 
be trained. However, the 
requirement that 
employees be trained 
within 180 days of starting 
employment is the earliest 
practicable period for 
implementation and 
ensures the protection of 
water quality.  

 
2. Progressive Enforcement 

Progressive enforcement is a series of defined and reproducible enforcement 
actions whereby consequences of non-compliance increase with each incremental 
enforcement steps. Progressive enforcement includes procedures to coordinate 
enforcement between the Regional Water Board and Permittees. As the Regional 
Water Board is the agency responsible for implementing the NPDES program, it has 
the authority to step in when enforcement actions of Permittee are unsuccessful in 
bringing dischargers into compliance with the permit. As such, progressive 
enforcement is an effective strategy to achieve timely compliance with permit 
requirements. Order No. 01-182 included requirements for a progressive 
enforcement strategy that are carried over to this Order, with some modifications. 
This Order includes supplemental documentation requirements for site acreage and 
Risk Factor rating, when making a referral to the Regional Water Board for MS4 
permit non-compliance of a discharger under the construction general permit. This 
requirement is necessary information for the Regional Water Board consideration. 
Moreover, this Order eliminates the provision within Order No. 01-182 that allows the 
Regional Water Board and Permittees to form a storm water task force. This 
provision was removed because the ability for coordinated enforcement between the 
Regional Water Board and Permittees is adequately established through remaining 
provisions within Part VI.D.2 of this Order. 

3. Modifications/Revisions 

This Order requires each Permittee to modify its storm water management 
programs, protocols, practices, and municipal codes to be consistent with this Order. 
This provision is necessary to ensure that each Permittee takes all the steps 
necessary to update the core and ancillary programs that are required to ensure 
compliance with this Order. A significant change from Order No. 01-182 is that this 
obligation now rests with each individual Permittee rather than the Principal 
Permittee. 
 

4. Public Information and Participation Program 

a. Legal Authority 
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NPDES regulation 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(6) provides that the 
proposed management program include "A description of a program to reduce to 
the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from MS4s associated 
with the application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer which will include, as 
appropriate, controls such as educational activities, permits, certifications, and 
other measures for commercial applicators and distributors, and controls for 
application in public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities." 
 
NPDES regulation 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6) provides that the 
proposed management program include " A description of education activities, 
public information activities, and other appropriate activities to facilitate the 
proper management and disposal of used oil and toxic materials." 
 
To satisfy the Public Education and Outreach minimum control measure, the 
Permittees need to implement a Public Information and Participation Program 
(PIPP) that has the following objectives: (1) measurably increase the knowledge 
of the target audiences about the MS4, the adverse impacts of storm water 
pollution of receiving waters and potential solutions to mitigate the impacts, (2) 
measurably change the waste disposal and storm water pollution generation 
behavior of target audiences by developing and encouraging implementation of 
appropriate activities, and (3) involve and engage a diversity of socio-economic 
groups and ethnic communities in Los Angeles County to participate in mitigating 
the impacts of storm water pollution.  
 

b. Background 

Implementation of a PIPP is a critical BMP and a necessary component of a 
storm water management program.  The State Water Board Technical Advisory 
Committee "recognizes that education with an emphasis on pollution prevention 
is the fundamental basis for solving nonpoint source pollution problems."  The 
USEPA Phase II Fact Sheet 2.3 (Fact Sheet 2.3) finds that "An informed and 
knowledgeable community is critical to the success of a storm water 
management program since it helps insure the following: (i) greater support for 
the program as the public gains a greater understanding of the reasons why it is 
necessary and important, and (ii) greater compliance with the program as the 
public becomes aware of the personal responsibilities expected of them and 
others in the community, including the individual actions they can take to protect 
or improve the quality of area waters."31 
 
Furthermore, the public can provide valuable input and assistance to a municipal 
storm water management program and, therefore, should play an active role in 
the development and implementation of the program. An active and involved 
community is essential to the success of a storm water management program 
because it allows for: 
 

                                            
31

 Storm Water Phase II Final Rule - Public Education and Outreach Minimum Control Measure. USEPA Fact Sheet 2.3, 
January 2000. 
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• Broader public support since residents who participate in the development 
and decision making process are partially responsible for the program and, 
therefore, are more likely to take an active role in its implementation; 

• Shorter implementation schedules due to fewer obstacles in the form of public 
and legal challenges and increased sources in the form of residents 
volunteers; 

• A broader base of expertise and economic benefits since the community can 
be a valuable, and free, intellectual resource; and  

• A conduit to other programs as residents involved in the storm water program 
development process make important cross-connections and relationships 
with other community and government programs.  This benefit is particularly 
valuable when trying to implement a storm water program on a watershed 
basis. 

 
c. PIPP Implementation 

It is generally more cost-effective to have numerous operators coordinate to use 
an existing program than each developing its own local programs. Therefore, 
Permittees are encouraged to participate in a County-sponsored PIPP or in one 
or more Watershed Group sponsored PIPPs supplemented with additional 
information specific to local needs. 
 
Permittees are required to: (a) conduct storm water pollution prevention public 
service announcements and advertising campaigns; (b) provide public education 
materials on the proper handling or potential storm water pollutants; (c) distribute 
activity specific storm water pollution prevention public education materials to 
points of purchase; (d) maintain storm water websites or provide links to storm 
water websites via the Permittees website, which contain educational material 
and opportunities for the public to participate in storm water pollution prevention 
and clean-up activities; and (e) provide independent, parochial, and public 
schools within each Permittee’s jurisdiction with materials, including, but not 
limited to videos, live presentations, and other information. Permittees are 
required to use effective strategies to educate and involve ethnic communities 
using culturally effective methods.  
 
The intent of these changes is to provide an increase in public knowledge of 
storm water pollution prevention practices in an effective and cost efficient 
manner, while still providing flexibility for the Permittees to implement the 
requirements on a watershed group basis. 
 
The Order requires outreach to ethnically diverse communities using culturally 
effective strategies. The USEPA, Tailoring Outreach Programs to Minority and 
Disadvantaged Communities and Children Fact Sheet finds that, "many residents 
of ethnically and culturally diverse communities don't speak English. English 
messages contained in public education outreach materials may not be 
effectively reaching a significant portion of some communities. The intent of this 
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provision is to encourage behavior changes that reduce pollutants in storm water 
to a portion of the population who might otherwise be overlooked. 
 

5. Industrial/Commercial Business Program 

a. Legal Authority 

The Phase I regulations require, in part, that the applicant: (i) develop adequate 
legal authority, (ii) perform a source identification, and (iii) develop a 
management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the MEP using 
management practices, control techniques and system design and engineering 
methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate.  Specifically, with 
regards to industrial controls, the management plan shall include the following. 
 

“A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm 
water discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous 
waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that 
are subject to section 313 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the 
municipal permit applicant determines are contributing a substantial 
pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system. The program shall: 

 
i. Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and 

implementing control measures for such discharges. 
ii. Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated 

with industrial facilities […]”  
 
(40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)) 

 
The provisions contained in this Order pertaining to the inspection and facility 
control program requirements for industrial and commercial facilities, as well as 
construction sites (as discussed below in Part VI.7.b.) are also based on the 
requirements found in the previous permit, Order No. 01-182. Those 
requirements, among others, were the subject of litigation between several 
permittees and the Regional Water Board. In that case, the Los Angeles County 
Superior Court upheld the inspection and facility control program requirements 
for industrial/commercial facilities and construction sites in Order No. 01-182. 
The Court determined that “[t]he Permit contains reasonable inspection 
requirements for these types of facilities. [Citation.] The Permit requires each 
permittees to confirm that operators of these facilities have a current waste 
discharge identification number and is effectively implementing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in compliance with County and municipal 
ordinances, Regional Board Resolution 90-08 and the Stormwater Quality 
Management Plans (SQMPs). [Citation.] Addressing pollution after it has entered 
the storm sewer system is not working to meet legislative goals. More work is 
required at the source of pollution, and that is partially the basis on which this 
Court finds that the Permit’s inspection requirements are reasonable, and not 
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onerous and burdensome.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm Water Permit Litig., No. 
BS 080548 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005), at 17.)  
 
The Court also addressed the permittees’ claims that the requirements in Order 
No. 01-182 shifted the Regional Water Board’s inspection responsibility under 
State Water Board issued general NPDES permits for these types of facilities 
onto the local agencies. The Court disagreed, stating: “The Court agrees with 
[the Regional Water Board] and Intervenors that the United States EPA 
considered obligations under state-issued general permits to be separate and 
distinct. Despite the similarity between the general permits and the local storm 
water ordinances, both must be enforced. [Citations.] EPA requires permittees to 
conduct inspections of commercial and industrial facilities, as well as of 
construction sites. [Citation.]…..This Court finds that the state-issued general 
permits do not preempt local enforcement of local storm water ordinances. (See 
State Board Order No. 99-08, [citation].) [¶] Therefore, this Court finds that 
requiring permittees to inspect commercial and industrial facilities and 
construction sites is authorized under the Clean Water Act, and both the 
Regional Board and the municipal permittees or the local government entities 
have concurrent roles in enforcing the industrial, construction and municipal 
permits. The Court finds that the Regional Board did not shift its inspection 
responsibilities to Petitioners. [¶] … The Court further notes that the Permit 
issued to local entities, who are Petitioners here, does not refer to any inspection 
obligations related to state-issued permits. [Citation.] There is no duplication of 
efforts and no shifting of inspection responsibility in derogation of the Regional 
Board’s responsibility here. The Regional Board is not giving up its won 
responsibilities, and there is nothing arbitrary or capricious about the Permit’s 
inspection provisions.” (Id. at 17-18.) 
 
It is also important to note that similar controls for industrial/commercial facilities 
and constriction sites, including inspection activities, required by this Order were 
also required in the 2002 San Bernardino County MS4 permit issued by the 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Santa Ana Regional Water 
Board). Like Order No. 01-182, that permit was also subject to litigation. In that 
case, the City of Rancho Cucamonga claimed that the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Board improperly delegated to it and other permittees the inspection duties 
of the State and Regional Water Boards and that it was being required to conduct 
inspections for facilities covered by other state-issued general NPDES permits. 
(City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board- Santa Ana 
Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389.)Like the Los Angeles County 
Superior Court, the California Court of Appeal rejected this argument. The Court 
of Appeal upheld the Santa Ana Regional Water Board’s requirements, finding 
that “Rancho Cucamonga and the other permittees are responsible for inspecting 
construction and industrial sites and commercial facilities within their jurisdiction 
for compliance with and enforcement of local municipal ordinances and permits. 
But the Regional Board continues to be responsible under the 2002 NPDES 
permit for inspections under the general permits. The Regional Board may 
conduct its own inspections but permittees must still enforce their own laws at 
these sites. (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2) (2005).)” (Id. at 1390.) 
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b. Background 

Municipalities are required to control the storm water discharges associated with 
industrial activities and other commercial facilities identified as significant 
contributors of pollutants through the implementation of a mandatory baseline 
minimum set of source control BMPs; performance of an inspection program to 
verify the adequacy of BMPs implementation in the field and compliance with the 
municipal ordinances; and assist the Regional Water Board in ensuring that 
industrial activities subject to regulations are covered by the general industrial 
stormwater permit. Regional Water Board will also assist the municipalities in 
case of instances of egregious non-compliance with the municipal ordinances 
and state and federal laws and regulations. 
 
The municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from the MS4.  Because 
industrial awareness of the program may not be complete, there may be facilities 
within the MS4 area that should be permitted under an industrial storm water 
permit but are not (non-filers). In addition, the Phase I regulations that require 
industries to obtain permit coverage for storm water discharges is largely based 
on Standard Industry Classification (SIC) Code. This has been shown to be 
incomplete in identifying industries that may be significant sources of storm water 
pollution (“industries” includes commercial businesses).  The word "industries" is 
used in a broad sense. Another concern is that the permitting authority may not 
have adequate resources to provide the necessary oversight of permitted 
facilities. Therefore, it is in the municipality’s best interest to assess the specific 
situation and implement an industrial/commercial inspection/site visit and 
enforcement program to control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 from all 
high risk sources. 
 
In the preamble to the 1990 regulations, USEPA clearly states the intended 
strategy for discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity: 
 
"…Municipal operators of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer 
systems are responsible for obtaining system-wide or area permits for their 
system's discharges. These permits are expected to require that controls be 
placed on storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which 
discharge through the municipal system." The USEPA also notes in the preamble 
that "… municipalities will be required to meet the terms of their permits related to 
industrial dischargers." 
 
Similarly, in the USEPA's Guidance Manual (Chapter 3.0), USEPA specified that 
MS4 applicants must demonstrate that they possess adequate legal authority to: 
 
i. Control construction site and other industrial discharges to MS4s; 
ii. Prohibit illicit discharges and control spills and dumping; 
iii. Carry out inspection, surveillance, and monitoring procedures.  
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The document goes on to explain that "control," in this context means not only to 
require disclosure of information, but also to limit, discourage, or terminate a 
storm water discharge to the MS4.  Further, to satisfy its permit conditions, a 
municipality may need to impose additional requirements on discharges from 
permitted industrial facilities, as well as discharges from industrial facilities and 
construction sites not required to obtain permits. 
 
In the same Guidance Manual (Chapter 6.3.3), USEPA states that the 
municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from their MS4. 
Consequently, the MS4 applicant must describe how the municipality will help the 
USEPA and authorized NPDES States to: 
 
i. Identify priority industries discharging to their systems; 
ii. Review and evaluate storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs) and 

other procedures that industrial facilities must develop under general or 
individual permits; 

iii. Establish and implement BMPs to reduce pollutants from these industrial 
facilities (or require industry to implement them); and 

iv. Inspect and monitor industrial facilities discharging storm water to the 
municipal systems to ensure these facilities are in compliance with their 
NPDES storm water permit, if required. 
 

c. Industrial/Commercial Business Program Implementation 

The requirements in this Order clarify the scope and frequency of inspections. 
For commercial facilities, in general, frequencies have modified to require 
inspections of a facility twice during the five year permit tem provided that the first 
mandatory compliance inspection takes place no later than two years after the 
date this Order is adopted with a minimum interval of six months between the 
first and second inspection. The scope of the inspections for each of the facility 
types was clarified by specifying in tables what BMPs should be implemented at 
that facility to ensure that pollutant generating activity does not occur. The tables 
include a range of BMPs that are anticipated to be needed at select industrial 
and commercial facilities. The BMP categories are based on BMPs identified in 
the 2003 California Stormwater BMP Handbook, Industrial and Commercial as 
well as BMPs identified in Regional Water Board Resolution No. 98-08.  
 
For industrial facilities, an initial mandatory compliance inspection must be 
completed at all industrial facilities no later than 2 years after the date this Order 
is adopted. If after the initial inspection, the facility was determined to as having 
exposure of industrial activities to storm water then the permit requires a second 
mandatory compliance inspection with a minimum interval of 6 months between 
the first and second mandatory compliance inspection. For facilities determined 
not to have exposure of industrial activities to storm water during the initial 
inspection, Permittees must conduct second compliance inspections yearly at a 
minimum of 20% of the facilities.  
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A provision was added to the Order relieving Permittees of the responsibility to 
inspect industrial facilities that the Regional Water Board has inspected within the 
previous 24 months.  
 
In regards to the level of inspection, this Order clarifies that the Permittees are 
expected to check during inspections for a current Waste Discharge Identification 
(WDID) number for facilities discharging storm water associated with industrial 
activity, and that a SWPPP is available on site or that the owner/operator of the 
facility has applied for and has a current No Exposure Certification (and WDID 
number). In addition Permittees are expected to check during inspections for 
compliance with the implementation of minimum BMPs, as previously approved 
by Board Order 98-08, and compliance with the local storm water ordinances. 
 
The inspection requirements in this Order provide greater clarification concerning 
the scope of enforcement. A progressive enforcement procedure was outlined 
including minimum steps that Permittees must take in their program to enforce 
their municipalities’ storm water requirements. In recognition of some of the 
Permittees concerns regarding the resource intensive efforts needed to elevate 
enforcement actions, a mechanism was provided through which Permittees can 
refer cases to the Regional Water Board, and for violations of the State Water 
Board’s General Industrial Activities Storm Water NPDES permit, the referral can 
be expedited, referral can occur after a single inspection and one written notice 
rather than referral after two inspections and two written notices. 
 

6. Planning and Land Development Program 

a. Legal Authority 

The permit application requirements described in 40 CFR section 122.26(d) have 
formed the basis for MS4 permits and remain applicable as elements in a storm 
water program.  40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv), requires in part, that the large 
and medium MS4 system applicant develop a management plan. Specifically, 
with regards to planning and land development and post-construction controls, 
the management plan shall include the following:  

“(A) A description of structural and source control measures to reduce pollutants 
from runoff from commercial and residential areas that are discharged from the 
municipal storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the life of the 
permit, accompanied with an estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant 
loads and a proposed schedule for implementing such controls. At a minimum, 
the description shall include: 

( 1 ) A description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for 
structural controls to reduce pollutants (including floatables) in discharges from 
municipal separate storm sewers; 

( 2 ) A description of planning procedures including a comprehensive master plan 
to develop, implement and enforce controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants 
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from municipal separate storm sewers which receive discharges from areas of 
new development and significant redevelopment. Such plan shall address 
controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers 
after construction is completed.  

( 3 ) A description of practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads 
and highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of 
discharges from municipal storm sewer systems 

( 4 ) A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects 
assess the impacts on the water quality of receiving water bodies and that 
existing structural flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if 
retrofitting the device to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is 
feasible.” 

b. Background 

Land development and urbanization have been linked to the impairment of 
aquatic life beneficial uses in numerous studies. Poorly planned new 
developments and re-development have the potential to impact the hydrology of 
the watershed and the water quality of the surface waters. Development without 
proper controls, often result in increased soil compaction, changes in vegetation 
and increased impervious surfaces. These conditions may lead to a reduction in 
groundwater recharge and changes in the flow regime of the surface water 
drainages. Historically, urban development has resulted in increased peak 
stream flows and flow duration, reduced base flows, and increased water 
temperatures.  Pollutant loading in storm water runoff often increases due to 
post-construction use and because the storm water runoff is directly connected to 
the storm drain system or to the surface water body, without the benefit of 
filtration through soil and vegetation. 

In a natural water body (i.e., a water body that has not been armored for flood 
control or channel stability), increased peak flows and flow duration can cause 
stream bank erosion, changes in channel geomorphology and bed sediment 
composition and stability. 

When development infringes upon natural riparian buffers, the additional impacts 
may include further stream bank instability, increased nitrogen loadings to the 
water body—which would have been intercepted by native riparian vegetation, 
loss of shading resulting in further increase in water temperature, and a loss of 
woody debris and leaf litter, which provide food and habitat for some aquatic 
species. 

Low Impact Development (LID) strategies are designed to retain storm water 
runoff on-site by minimizing soil compaction and impervious surfaces, and by 
disconnecting storm water runoff from conveyances to the storm drain system. 
This Order establishes criteria for the volume of storm water to be retained on-
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site as required to meet water quality goals and to preserve pre-development 
hydrology in natural drainage systems.  

In California, hydromodification studies have focused on the erosive effects of 
storm water runoff flows and the resulting changes in geomorphology and bed 
sediment. As described in Hawley et al., southern California streams may be 
especially susceptible to geomorphic changes due to steep topography, flashy 
flow regimes, high sediment loads and largely non-resistant stream bed material. 
This recent study assessed the impact of urbanization on peak flow and the 
duration of lower flows capable of moving bed sediment. The results of the study 
showed that, urbanization resulted in proportionally-longer durations of all 
geomorphically-effective flows, with a more pronounced effect on the durations of 
low to moderate flows.   

A study performed by United States Geological Survey (USGS) researchers at 
nine different metropolitan areas within the United States, found that adverse 
impacts to macroinvertebrate benthic communities were observed in drainages 
with 5 percent impervious area. The authors concluded that there appears to be 
no percent impervious area threshold below which benthic communities are not 
adversely impacted   

The Grand River (lower) Surrogate Flow Regime Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL), prepared for the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), 
examined the impacts of impervious cover and flow regime changes on aquatic 
life beneficial uses. The TMDL was approved by USEPA on April 12, 2012. The 
TMDL analysis showed that aquatic community health (as measured by 
biological indices) decreased as impervious cover increased. Flow alteration and 
impervious cover were determined to be the stressors impairing aquatic life. 
Riparian buffers were identified as a mitigating factor. Peak flow, runoff volume, 
and flashiness were considered as surrogates. However, for this watershed, flow 
regime was selected because it addresses the full spectrum of flow conditions 
(i.e., peak flow and flow duration and base flow). In this watershed, low flow and 
increased water temperature presented a threat to cold-water fish species. 
Increased peak flow and flow duration were linked to impairment of aquatic life 
beneficial uses due to increased pollutant loading and the impact of channel 
scouring. A flow duration curve was developed for a reference watershed, based 
on unit area to allow for comparison of varying-sized streams. The criteria for 
selecting the reference watershed were: (1) the water body was fully supporting 
aquatic life beneficial uses, (2) location (ecoregion), (3) size (4) land cover (5) 
riparian buffer and (6) soils. The flow regime TMDL compares flow duration 
curves for the impaired stream and the reference stream. The TMDL is 
expressed as the difference between the impaired stream’s flow and the 
reference stream’s flow during all flow conditions. The TMDL report recommends 
protection strategy numeric targets of no more than 6 percent EIA with a forested 
(70 percent coverage) riparian buffer of 100 feet from the top of each stream 
bank (200 feet total).   
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In Los Angeles County, development has infringed upon or eliminated natural 
riparian buffers and existing development exceeds recommended percent 
impervious area in many watersheds. In addition, many water bodies have been 
armored or converted to engineered channels to manage flood hazards. Because 
of the hydrologic differences between engineered channels and natural water 
bodies, the Regional Water Board approaches each situation differently. Where 
development occurs in drainages to water bodies that have been converted to 
engineered channels, the Regional Water Board’s regulatory approach is 
designed to reduce storm water runoff -- the most effective method for reducing 
pollutant loading. Alternatively, where development occurs in drainages to natural 
water bodies, the Regional Water Board regulatory approach aims to reduce 
pollutant loading conveyed by storm water runoff and to preserve or restore the 
pre-development hydrology. As a result of past development, it is likely that 
retrofitting of existing development will be necessary to restore watershed 
hydrology to pre-development conditions. 

c. Applicability 

New development and re-development projects subject to these requirements 
are described in Part VI.D.6.b. of this Order. Although not defined for large and 
medium MS4s, 40 CFR section 122.34 requires programs for small MS4s to 
include all projects that disturb an area equal to or greater than 1 acre of land 
and add more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface area. The list of 
new development projects subject to requirements, specified in this Order in 
Parts VI.D.1.c.i(1)(a) through (k) were either carried over from Order No. 01-182 
or were developed for the Ventura County MS4 and are appropriate for defining 
new developments and redevelopments in this Order. Clarification is provided for 
developments in progress during formulation of this Order (Part VI.D.c.i(1)(4)).   

New development/re-development projects are subject to either the Water 
Quality/Flow Reduction Resource Management Criteria in Part VI.D.6.c.i or 
potentially more stringent Hydromodification (Flow/ Volume/ Duration) Control 
Criteria.  Note that hydromodification controls apply only to projects that drain to 
a natural water body that is a stream, creek or a river. Hydromodification controls 
do not apply to discharges to lakes, estuaries, or to the ocean, which are not 
susceptible to channel erosion.  

i. Integrated Water Quality/ Flow Reduction /Resources Management 
Criteria (Part VI.D.6.c.i). Projects located in drainages to water bodies that 
are now engineered channels are subject to Integrated Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction/Resources Management Criteria. These projects must be designed 
to minimize the footprint of the impervious area and to use low impact 
development (LID) strategies to disconnect the runoff from impervious area. 
The project must be designed to retain on-site the storm water runoff equal to 
the storm water quality design volume (SWQDv), unless it is determined that 
it is technically infeasible or there is an opportunity to contribute to an off-site 
regional ground water replenishment project.   
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The SWQDv is defined as the storm water runoff resulting from either: 

• the 0.75 inch per 24 hour storm or 
• the 85th percentile storm as defined in the Los Angeles County 85th 

percentile, 24-hour storm isohyetal map, whichever is greater. 
 
This Order establishes a minimum design volume based on the 0.75 inch, 24-
hour storm event as defined in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 permit 
(Order No. 01-182). This requirement is to prevent backsliding from the 
previous Order. The 85th percentile storm is the design storm used throughout 
most of the State of California for storm water treatment and LID BMPs 
designed for water quality protection.  

Using detailed local rainfall data, the County of Los Angeles Hydrologist has 
developed the 85th percentile storm event isohyetal map, which exhibits the 
size of the 85th percentile storm event throughout Los Angeles County. Since 
this map uses detailed local rainfall data, it is more accurate for calculating 
the 85th percentile storm event than other methods which were included in 
Order No. 01-182. The other methods found in Order No. 01-182 were 
included as options to be used in the event that detailed accurate rainfall data 
did not exist for various locations within Los Angeles County. Therefore, they 
have not been carried over into this Order.  

Storm water runoff may be retained on-site by methods designed to intercept 
rain water via infiltration, bioretention, and harvest and use. Examples of LID 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that may be employed to meet the storm 
water retention requirements include rain gardens, bioswales, pervious 
pavement, green roofs, and rainwater harvesting for use in landscape 
irrigation.      

ii. Alternative Compliance for Technical Infeasibility or Opportuntity for 
Regional Ground Water Replenishment (Part VI.D.6.c.ii). This Order 
defines conditions that may make on-site retention of the SWQDv 
technically infeasible. These conditions include measures to: 

• Ensure that on-site soils (in-situ or amended) have adequate infiltration 
rates for successful operation of infiltration BMPs, 

• Protect groundwater and drinking water wells from contamination, 
• Prevent infiltration that might exacerbate potential geotechnical 

hazards,  
• Accommodate smart growth and infill or redevelopment. 

 
A determination that compliance with the Integrated Water Quality/Flow 
Reduction/Resources Management Criteria is technically infeasible at the 
New Development/Re-development project site must be based on a site-
specific hydrologic assessment or design analysis conducted and 
endorsed by a registered professional engineer, geologist, architect or 
landscape architect.  This requirement is the same as contained in the 
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Ventura County MS4 permit, and is necessary to ensure that a competent 
determination is conducted.  

The criteria for technical infeasibility contained in Part VI.D.6.c.ii(2)(a) is 
necessary to ensure that the in-situ soil has adequate permeability to 
accommodate infiltration, and to ensure against premature failure of 
infiltration BMPs. A minimum infiltration rate of 0.15 inches per hour under 
saturated conditions is specified for infiltration BMPs (e.g., dry well, 
pervious pavement). Infiltration BMPs are restricted to Hydrologic Soil 
Groups A and B, by other California storm water regulatory agencies. For 
example, the Contra Costa County Program’s Stormwater LID Design 
Guidebook prohibits routing storm water runoff to a dry (infiltration) well, 
developed in Hydrologic Soil Groups C and D32. Infiltration rates for the 
lower permeability B soil group ranges between 0.30 and 0.15 inches per 
hour (USEPA, 2009, Appendix A)33. This criterion is specified to ensure 
the viability of infiltration systems, which may be depended upon to meet 
the storm water design volume criteria. 

Infiltration BMPs are distinguished from bioretention BMPs, which may be 
implemented in all soils types. Bioretention BMPs are constructed using a 
manufactured/imported media that must meet strict specifications. The 
media specification for bioretention facilities is the same as specified for 
biofiltration systems. The difference between bioretention and biofiltration 
is that biofiltration systems are designed with an underdrain, which may 
allow for the discharge of a significant portion of the design storm volume, 
as described below under Alternative Compliance Measures. Bioretention 
BMPs may not include an underdrain.  

The criteria for determining Technical Infeasibility described in Part 
VI.D.6.c.ii.(2)(b)-(f) are the same as contained in the Ventura County MS4 
permit , except that (2)(b) “locations where seasonal high ground water is 
within 5 feet of the surface”, was expanded to” 5 to 10 feet” of the surface, 
to be consistent with local LID Manuals developed by the City of Santa 
Monica and the City of Los Angeles.  

iii. Alternative Compliance Measures (Part VI.D.6.c.iii.). This Order 
provides equally weighted alternatives to on-site retention of the SWQDv. 
One alternative is to employ infiltration at off-site locations, including 
regional groundwater replenishment projects. In an effort to promote 
retrofitting of existing development, alternative compliance measures may 
include the use of infiltration, bioretention, rainfall harvest and/or 
biofiltration at an existing development with similar land uses and where 
storm water runoff is expected to exhibit pollutant event mean 

                                            
32

 Contra Costa County Clean Water Program. 2010. Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, Stormwater Quality Requirements for 
Development Applications. Fifth Ed. October 20, 2010. p. 18. < www.cccleanwater.org>. 

33
 USEPA. 2009. (United States Environmental Protection Agency). Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater 
Runoff Requirements for Federal Projects under Section 438 of the Energy and Independence and Security Act. Office of 
Water. December 2009. 
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concentrations (EMCs) that are comparable to or higher than the 
proposed new development re-development project. As another 
alternative the project proponent may comply with the Integrated Water 
Quality/Flow Reduction/Resources Management Criteria using biofiltration 
on the project site. The volume of storm water to be treated with 
biofiltration is 1.5 times the difference between the SWQDv and the 
volume of storm water runoff that can be reliably retained on the project 
site. The 1.5 multiplier is based on the finding in the Ventura County 
Technical Guidance Manual that biofiltration of 1.5 times the design 
volume will provide approximately the same pollutant removal as retention 
of the design volume on an annual basis.34 

The volume of storm water runoff to be intercepted at an off-site mitigation 
project is equal to the difference between the SWQDv and the volume of 
storm water runoff that can be reliably retained on the project site. The 
estimate of the volume that can be reliably retained on-site shall be based 
on conservative assumptions including permeability of soils under 
saturated conditions. When rainfall harvest and use is linked to irrigation 
demand, the demand shall be estimated based on conditions that exist 
during the wet weather, winter season.  

Mitigation at off-site projects shall be designed to provide equal or greater 
water quality protection to the surface waters within the same 
subwatershed as the proposed project. Preferably, the mitigation site will 
be located within the same Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)-12 drainage area 
as the proposed new development or re-development. However, the 
mitigation project may be located within the expanded HUC-10 drainage 
area, if approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board.  

As described in the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual, a 
biofiltration system as defined in this Order, including Attachment L, allows 
for incidental interception of approximately 40 percent of the treatment 
volume and treatment of the remaining volume through filtration, and 
aerobic and anaerobic degradation. The effectiveness of the biofiltration 
system is greatly impacted by the volume of storm water runoff that is 
intercepted through incidental infiltration. For this reason, biofiltration as 
defined in this Order, does not include flow-through planter box or vault 
type systems with impervious bottom layers. In addition, biofiltration 
systems as defined in this Order, must meet the specifications for drain 
placement and planting media provided in Attachment L if they are to be 
credited as meeting the water quality/flow reduction requirements of the 
Alternative Compliance Measures of this Order. Attachment L provides a 
compilation of recent information contained in the Contra Costa County C3 
Guidebook and Order R2-2011-083, adopted by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, on November 

                                            
34

 Ventura Countywide Stormwater Management Program. 2011. Ventura Technical Guidance Manual, Manual Update, 2011.  
Appendix D. July 13, 2011. 
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28, 2011. These specifications are based on experiences in the San 
Francisco Bay Region and are designed to ensure optimum pollutant 
removal and to prevent premature failure of infiltration components of the 
biofiltration system.  

iv. Water Quality Mitigation Criteria (Part VI.D.6.c.iv.) When off-site 
mitigation is performed, the storm water runoff from the project site must 
be treated prior to discharge. Volume-based treatment BMPs are to be 
sized to treat the runoff from the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event, as 
described above for storm water retention BMPs. Flow through treatment 
BMPs are to be sized based on a rainfall intensity of 0.2 inches per hour 
or the one year, one-hour rainfall intensity as determined from the Los 
Angeles County isohyetal map, whichever is greater. A minimum flow 
design of 0.2 inches per hour is consistent with Order No. 01-182 and is 
included to prevent back sliding. The one year, one-hour rainfall intensity 
is the flow requirement specified in the Los Angeles River Trash Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) and other Trash TMDLs established in the 
Region. The Los Angeles County isohyetal map of the one-year, one-hour 
storm intensity provides an accurate measure of variable storm intensity 
throughout the County. The one-year, one-hour rain intensity within the 
County ranges from approximately 0.2 inch/hour to 1.1 inches per hour. 

 

v. Hydromodification (Flow/ Volume/ Duration Control Criteria (Part 
VI.D.6.v.). New development/re-development projects located in a 
drainage to a natural stream/creek/river water body shall be required to 
meet the water quality/flow reduction criteria and/or hydromodification 
control criteria, whichever are more stringent. (Hydromodification controls 
do not apply to discharges to lakes, estuaries or to the Pacific Ocean as 
these types of water bodies are not susceptible to hydromodification 
impacts.) This Order provides Interim Hydromodification Control Criteria to 
be employed until the State Water Board or Regional Water Board adopts 
a final Hydromodification Policy. The purpose of the hydromodification 
controls is to preserve or restore pre-development hydrology.  

Part VI.D.6.v.(b) of this Order describes New Development/Re-
development projects that are exempted from hydromodification controls. 
These projects include maintenance and replacement activities and other 
projects that do not increase EIA within the subwatershed and therefore 
are not expected to add to the hydromodification effects. Also exempted 
are projects located within drainages to waterbodies that are not 
susceptible to channel erosion or other hydromodification effects. 

This Order anticipates the issuance of a State-wide Hydromodification 
criteria or guidance within the term of this Order, but provides interim 
criteria for New Development/Re-development projects that are permitted 
pending the issuance of State-wide Guidance.  This Order also identifies 
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preliminary tasks to be conducted within 24 months after the effective date 
of this Order. The results of these preliminary tasks will support the 
development of a final Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan. The final 
Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan must be completed within 12 
months after the issuance of the State-wide Guidance, unless the 
compliance period is extended by the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board.   

This Order offers three options for meeting the interim hydromodification 
controls for projects that will disturb greater than 1 acre but less than 50 
acres: 

• The project is designed to retain the storm water runoff from the 95th 
percentile, 24-hour-hour storm. This criterion is based on the 
recommendations from the USEPA’s Technical Guidance on 
Implementing the Stormwater Runoff Requirements for Federal 
Projects under Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security 
Act (USEPA, 2009). 

• The runoff flow rate, volume, velocity and duration does not exceed the 
pre-development condition for the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. 
Research has determined that the maximum point of the effective work 
curve occurs in the 1 to 2-year frequency (Leopold, 1964, as cited in 
the South Orange County Hydromodification Plan, 2011)35. 
Furthermore, the effects of development are greatest during smaller 
storm events. Under natural conditions, the storm water runoff from 
smaller storms would have been largely intercepted by vegetation, 
canopy, infiltration and/or evapotranspiration. During large storms, the 
soils become saturated and runoff occurs even under natural 
conditions.   

• The Erosion Potential (Ep) in the receiving water channel will 
approximate 1, as determined by the Hydromodification Analysis Study 
and the Equation presented in Attachment J.  This provision is the 
same as the requirement in the Ventura County MS4 permit (Order No. 
R4-2010-0108). By maintaining an Ep of approximately 1, the bed 
sediment of the channel is in an equilibrium state.  

 

For projects disturbing more than 50 acres, compliance with the interim 
controls may be achieved by similar means. However, the plans must be 
supported by more comprehensive hydrologic modeling.  

The elements of the Interim Subwatershed Hydromodification Plan are: 

                                            
35

 South Orange County. 2011. South Orange County Hydromodification Management Plan. < 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/oc_permit/updates_031212/South_Orange
_County%20HMP.pdf > Accessed April 25, 2012. 
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• Screening to assess which subwatersheds exhibit changes in 
geomorphology. 

• Identify natural drainage systems within the subwatershed that are 
susceptible to hydromodification impacts, 

• Identify areas critical to the hydrology (e.g., groundwater recharge 
areas, riparian buffers and wetlands) of the subwatershed and identify 
potential protection strategies for such areas, 

• Conduct or access bioassessment monitoring data to assess whether 
aquatic life uses are being fully supported, 

• Prepare preliminary protection strategies for subwatersheds that are 
fully supporting aquatic life beneficial uses, 

• Prepare preliminary retrofit strategies for subwatersheds that exhibit 
the effects of hydromodification and are not fully supporting aquatic life 
beneficial uses, 

• Identify candidate reference sub-watersheds that are supporting 
aquatic life beneficial uses and develop a flow duration curve that may 
serve as a standard for flow duration controls in water bodies that have 
aquatic life impairments linked to changes in the flow regime. This 
approach is as described in the recently approved OEPA, Grand River 
(lower) Flow Regime TMDL. 

 
7. Development and Construction Program 

a. Introduction 

Soil disturbing activities during construction and demolition exacerbate sediment 
losses. Sediment is a primary pollutant impacting beneficial uses of 
watercourses. Sediments, and other construction activity pollutants must be 
properly controlled to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts. 

b. Legal Authority 

40 CFR section 122.34(b)(4) states that with respect to construction site storm 
water runoff control for small MS4s, which is analogous to that for large MS4s:  

“(i) [the permittee] must develop, implement, and enforce a program 
to reduce pollutants in any storm water runoff to your small MS4 
from construction activities that result in a land disturbance of 
greater than or equal to one acre. Reduction of storm water 
discharges from construction activity disturbing less than one acre 
must be included in your program if that construction activity is part 
of a larger common plan of development or sale that would disturb 
one acre or more. If the NPDES permitting authority waives 
requirements for storm water discharges associated with small 
construction activity in accordance with § 122.26(b)(15)(i), you are 
not required to develop, implement, and/or enforce a program to 
reduce pollutant discharges from such sites. (ii) Your program must 
include the development and implementation of, at a minimum: (A) 

RB-AR4388



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-70 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

An ordinance or other regulatory mechanism to require erosion and 
sediment controls, as well as sanctions to ensure compliance, to 
the extent allowable under State, Tribal, or local law; (B) 
Requirements for construction site operators to implement 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management 
practices; (C) Requirements for construction site operators to 
control waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck 
washout, chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the construction 
site that may cause adverse impacts to water quality; (D) 
Procedures for site plan review which incorporate consideration of 
potential water quality impacts; (E) Procedures for receipt and 
consideration of information submitted by the public, and (F) 
Procedures for site inspection and enforcement of control 
measures.” 

The inspection requirements for construction sites contained in this Order are 
also based on the requirements found in Order No. 01-182. As noted above in 
Part VI.C.5.a, the inspection requirements contained in Order No. 01-182 for 
construction sites were the subject of litigation between several permittees and 
the Regional Water Board. As provided in more detail above, the Los Angeles 
County Superior Court upheld the inspection requirements for 
industrial/commercial facilities and construction sites in Order No. 01-182, finding 
that the “[t]he Permit contains reasonable inspection requirements for these 
types of facilities.” (In re L.A. Cnty. Mun. Storm Water Permit Litig., No. BS 
080548 (L.A. Super. Ct. Mar. 24, 2005), at 17.) As also noted above, the 
Superior Court also rejected the permittees’ claims that the requirements in 
Order No. 01-182 shifted the Regional Water Board’s inspection responsibility 
under State Water Board issued general NPDES permits for these types of 
facilities onto the local agencies, finding that “[r]equiring permittees to inspect 
commercial and industrial facilities and construction sites is authorized under the 
Clean Water Act, and both the Regional Board and the municipal permittees or 
the local government entities have concurrent roles in enforcing the industrial, 
construction and municipal permits. The Court finds that the Regional Board did 
not shift its inspection responsibilities to Petitioners.” (Id. at 17-18.)   

 

c. Construction Activity Applicability 

Any construction or demolition activity, including, but not limited to, clearing, 
grading, grubbing, or excavation, or any other activity that results in a land 
disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre.  

Construction activity that results in land surface disturbances of less than one 
acre if the construction activity is part of a larger common plan of development or 
sale of one or more acres of disturbed land surface.  
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Construction activity related to residential, commercial, or industrial development 
on lands currently used for agriculture including, but not limited to, the 
construction of buildings related to agriculture that are considered industrial 
pursuant to USEPA regulations, such as dairy barns or food processing facilities.  

Construction activity associated with linear underground/overhead project (LUPs) 
including, but not limited to, those activities necessary for the installation of 
underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, 
pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and 
transforming equipment and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are 
not limited to, underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt 
cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and 
pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure 
installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole and tower 
installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/or pavement repair or 
replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.  

Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil and gas 
exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission 
facilities. 

Storm water discharges from dredge spoil placement that occur outside of U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction36 (upland sites) and that disturb one or 
more acres of land surface from construction activity are covered by this General 
Permit. Construction projects that intend to disturb one or more acres of land 
within the jurisdictional boundaries of a CWA section 404 permit should contact 
the appropriate Regional Water Board to determine whether this permit applies to 
the project. 

d. Development Construction Program Implementation 

Permittees must implement a construction program that applies to all activities 
involving soil disturbance with the exception of agricultural activities. Minimum 
requirements have been established for construction activity less than one acre 
and for those activities equal or greater than one acre. Activities covered by the 
permit include but are not limited to grading, vegetation clearing, soil compaction, 
paving, re-paving, and LUPs. The construction program should be designed to: 
(1) prevent illicit construction-related discharges of pollutants into the MS4 and 
receiving waters; (2) implement and maintain structural and non-structural BMPs 
to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites; (3) reduce 
construction site discharges of pollutants to the MS4 to the MEP; and (4) prevent 
construction site discharges to the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation 
of water quality standards.  

                                            
36

 A construction site that includes a dredge and/or fill discharge to any water of the United States (e.g., wetland, channel, 
pond, or marine water) requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to CWA section 404 and a Water 
Quality Certification from the Regional Water Board or State Water Board pursuant to CWA section 401. 
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Each permittee shall use an site system to track grading permits, encroachment 
permits, demolition permits, building permits, or construction permits (and any 
other municipal authorization to move soil and/ or construct or destruct that 
involves land disturbance) issued by each permittee. To satisfy this requirement, 
the use of a database or GIS system is recommended. 

For construction activity equal or greater than one acre, the Permittee must 
establish review procedures for construction site plans to determine potential 
water quality impacts and ensure the proposed controls are adequate. These 
procedures should include the preparation and submission of an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) containing elements of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to issuance of a grading or building permit as 
well as a review of individual pre-construction site plans to ensure consistency 
with local sediment and erosion control requirements. The requirement that 
ESCP/SWPPPs must be developed by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) is 
new for this iteration of the permit. This requirement ensures the development of 
high quality ESCP/SWPPPs that protect water quality to the MEP.  

A SWPPP must be appropriate for the type and complexity of a project and will 
be developed and implemented to address project specific conditions. Some 
projects may have similarities or complexities, yet each project is unique in its 
progressive state that requires specific description and selection of BMPs 
needed to address all possible generated pollutants. The Permittee must ensure 
that construction site operators select and implement appropriate erosion and 
sediment control measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts to receiving 
waters. To help guide their Construction Program and ensure consistency 
regarding BMP selection, the Permit requires the Permittee to develop or adopt 
BMP standards for a range of construction related activities. The list of activities 
is based on California Stormwater Quality Association’s (CASQA) Construction 
BMP handbook. The ESCP/SWPPP must include the rationale used for selecting 
or rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or authorized 
qualified designee, must sign a statement on the ESCP/SWPPP to the effect: 

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

The Permittee is responsible for conducting inspection and enforcement of 
erosion and sediment control measures at specified times and frequencies during 
construction including prior to land disturbance, during grading and land 
development, during streets and utilities activities, during vertical construction, 
and during final landscaping and site stabilization. The Permittees’ Municipal 
Inspectors must be adequately trained and Permittees are encouraged to offer 
opportunities for inspectors to enroll in the State Water Board sponsored 
Qualified Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Practitioner (QSP) 
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certification program. A progressive enforcement policy has been integrated into 
this iteration of the permit to ensure that adequate penalties are in place and to 
ensure the protection of receiving water quality.  

Prior to approving and/ or signing off for occupancy and issuing the Certificate of 
Occupancy for all construction projects subject to post-construction controls, 
each permittee shall inspect the constructed site design, source control and 
treatment control BMPs to verify that they have been constructed in compliance 
with all specifications, plans, permits, ordinances, and this Order. The initial/ 
acceptance BMP verification inspection does not constitute a maintenance and 
operation inspection. 

The Permittee must ensure that staff has proper training. In addition, the 
Permittee must develop and distribute training and educational material and 
conduct outreach to the development community. To ensure that the construction 
program is followed, construction operators must be educated about site 
requirements for control measures, local storm water requirements, enforcement 
activities, and penalties for non-compliance. 

8. Public Agency Activities Program 

a. Background 

Publically-owned or operated facilities serve as hubs of activity for a variety of 
municipal staff from many different departments. Some municipalities will have 
one property at which all activities take place (e.g., the municipal maintenance 
yard), whereas others will have several specialized facilities such as animal 
control facilities, chemical storage facilities, composting facilities, equipment 
storage and maintenance facilities, fueling facilities, hazardous waste disposal 
facilities, incinerators, landfills, materials storage yards, pesticide storage 
facilities, public buildings, public parking lots, public golf courses, public 
swimming pools, public parks, public marinas, recycling facilities, solid waste 
handling and transfer facilities, and flood control facilities. 

b. Program Implementation  

i. Public Construction Activities Management  

The Permittee is required to implement BMPs and comply with the Planning 
and Land Development Program requirements in Part VI.D.6 of this Order 
and the Development Construction Program requirements in Part VI.D.7 of 
this Order at applicable Permittee-owned or operated (i.e., public or 
Permittee sponsored) construction projects.  These requirements ensure 
that Permittee-owned or operated construction and development occurs in 
an equally protective manner as private development.  The Permittee is also 
required to implement an effective combination of erosion and sediment 
control BMPs from Table 13 (see Construction Development Program, 
minimum BMPs) at those public sites that disturb less than one acre of soil. 
Last, the Permittee is required to obtain separate coverage under the State 
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Water Board’s Construction General NPDES Permit for all Permittee-owned 
or operated construction sites that require coverage. 

ii. Public Facility Inventory  

A comprehensive list of publically-owned or operated facilities will help staff 
responsible for storm water compliance build a better awareness of their 
locations within the MS4 service area and their potential to contribute storm 
water pollutants. The inventory should include information on the location, 
contact person at the facility, activities performed at the facility, and whether 
the facility is covered under an industrial general storm water permit or other 
individual or general NPDES permit, or any applicable waivers issued by the 
Regional or State Water Board pertaining to storm water discharges. 
Incorporation of GIS into the inventory is encouraged. The facility inventory 
should be updated at least twice during the permit term and will serve as a 
basis for setting up periodic facility assessments and developing, where 
necessary, facility storm water pollution prevention plans. By developing an 
inventory of Permittee-owned facilities that are potential sources of storm 
water pollution helps to ensure that these facilities are monitored and 
receiving water quality is protected.  

iii. Inventory of Existing Development for Retrofitting Opportunities 

Each Permittee is required to maintain an updated inventory of all 
Permittee-owned or operated (i.e., public) facilities within its jurisdiction that 
are potential sources of storm water pollution.  This requirement is similar to 
the requirement of Order No. 01-182. In this Order, the incorporation of 
facility information into a GIS is recommended as this has been proven 
effective for effectively inventory and management of facilities and 
associated BMPs.  Given that facility operation, condition, and practices can 
change over a five year period, the Permittees are required to update its 
inventory at least twice during the term of this Order. 

In addition to developing an inventory of publically-owned or operated 
facilities, in this Order, Permittees are required to develop an inventory of 
existing development for retrofitting opportunities. The intention of adding 
this requirement to the permit is to encourage the use of retrofit projects that 
reduce storm water pollutants into the MS4 that are a result of impacts from 
existing development. Permittees are also required to evaluate and rank 
these retrofitting opportunities.  

iv. Public Agency Facility and Activity Management 

Each Permittee is required to manage its facilities in accordance with the 
State Water Board’s Industrial General NPDES Permit, where applicable, 
and shall ensure the implementation and maintenance of appropriate BMPs 
at all facilities with a potential to pollute stormwater. Therefore, Permitees 
shall obtain separate coverage under the State Water Board’s Industrial 
General NPDES Permit for all Permittee-owned or operated facilities where 
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industrial activities are conducted that require coverage under the Industrial 
General NPDES Permit and shall implement and maintain activity specific 
BMPs listed in Table 19 (BMPs for Public Agency Facilities and Activities).  

Many municipalities use third-party contractors to conduct municipal 
maintenance activities in lieu of using municipal employees. Contractors 
performing activities that can affect storm water quality must be held to the 
same standards as the Permittee. Not only must these expectations be 
defined in contracts between the Permittee and its contractors, but the 
Permittee is responsible for ensuring, through contractually-required 
documentation or periodic site visits, that contractors are using storm water 
controls and following standard operating procedures. Therefore, the 
Permittee shall ensure all contractors hired by the Permittee to conduct 
Public Agency Activities including, but not limited to, storm and/or sanitary 
sewer system inspection and repair, street sweeping, trash pick-up and 
disposal, and street and right-of-way construction and repair shall be 
contractually required to implement and maintain the activity specific BMPs 
listed in Table 18.  

v. Vehicle and Equipment Washing 

Specific BMPs for all fixed vehicle and equipment washing; including fire 
fighting and emergency response vehicles have been incorporated into this 
Order and must be implemented. In addition, specific BMPs for wash waters 
from vehicle and equipment washing. These requirements effectively 
prohibit the occurrence of illicit discharges resulting from unauthorized 
washing activities. 

vi. Landscape, Park, and Recreational Facilities Management 

Specific BMPs for public right-of-ways, flood control facilities and open 
channels, lakes and reservoirs, and landscape, park, and recreation 
facilities and activities have been included this Order, similar to those in 
Order No. 01-182 and the more recently adopted Ventura County MS4 
Permit, and must be implemented. These requirements are reflective of 
current environmentally responsible practices. 

vii. Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance 

Specific BMPs for storm drain operations and maintenance have been 
carried over from Order No. 01-182 into this Order.  

Permittees must prioritize catch basins for cleaning activities based on the 
volume of trash or debris.  

The materials removed from catch basins may not reenter the MS4. The 
material must be dewatered in a contained area and the water treated with 
an appropriate and approved control measure or discharged to the sanitary 
sewer. The solid material will need to be stored and disposed of properly to 
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avoid discharge during a storm event. Some materials removed from storm 
drains and open channels may require special handling and disposal, and 
may not be authorized to be disposed of in a landfill. 

viii. Streets, Roads, and Parking Facilities Maintenance 

Permittees must prioritize streets and/or street segments for sweeping 
activities based on the volume of trash generated on the street or street 
segments. Based on these established priorities, Permittees must conduct 
street sweeping twice per month on the highest priority streets (Priority A), 
once per month on the medium priority streets (Priority B), and as needed 
but not less than once per year on the lowest priority streets (Priority C). In 
addition parking facilities must be cleaned using street sweeping equipment 
no less than two times per month and inspect no less than two times per 
month to determine if cleaning is necessary.  

Specific BMPs for road reconstruction have been incorporated into this 
Order and must be followed during road repaving activities.  

ix. Emergency Procedures 

Permittees are required to conduct repairs of essential public service 
systems and infrastructure in emergency situations. These requirements 
ensure the protection of water quality. BMPs must be implemented to 
reduce the threat to water quality and the Regional Water Board must be 
notified of the occurrence, an explanation of the circumstances and 
measures taken to reduce the threat to water quality within 30 business 
days after the emergency has passed.  

x. Municipal Employee and Contractor Training 

Permittees are required to ensure that training is provided for employees 
and contractors that have job duties or participate in activities that have the 
potential to affect storm water quality. The training should promote a general 
understanding of the potential for activities to pollute storm water and 
include information on the identification of opportunities to require, 
implement, and maintain BMPs associated with the activities they perform. 
In addition training specific to employees or contractors that use or have the 
potential to use pesticides or fertilizers should be provided. This training 
should instruct employees and contractors on the potential for pesticide-
related surface water toxicity, the proper use, handling and disposal of 
pesticides, the least toxic methods of pest prevention and control, and the 
overall reduction of pesticide use. 

Many municipalities use third-party contractors to conduct municipal 
maintenance activities in lieu of using municipal employees. Contractors 
performing activities that can affect storm water quality must be held to the 
same standards as the Permittee. Not only must these expectations be 
defined in contracts between the Permittee and its contractors, but the 
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Permittee is responsible for ensuring, through contractually-required 
documentation or periodic site visits, that contractors are using storm water 
controls and following standard operating procedures.  

9. Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination Program 

a. Legal Authority 

A proposed management program “shall be based on a description of a program, 
including a schedule, to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the 
municipal storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges 
and improper disposal into the storm sewer,” per 40 CFR section 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).  A Permittee must include in its proposed management 
program “a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce an 
ordinance, orders or similar means to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal 
storm sewer system,” per subsection (1) of the above federal regulation. 

 
USEPA stormwater regulations define "illicit discharge" as "any discharge to a 
municipal separate storm sewer that is not composed entirely of stormwater" 
except discharges resulting from fire fighting activities and discharges from 
NPDES permitted sources (see 40 CFR section 122.26(b)(2)). The applicable 
regulations state that the following non-stormwater discharges may be allowed if 
they are not determined to be a significant source of pollutants to the MS4: water 
line flushing, landscape irrigation, diverted stream flows, rising ground waters, 
uncontaminated ground water infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR section 
35.2005(20)), uncontaminated pumped ground water, discharges from potable 
water sources, foundation drains, air conditioning condensation, irrigation water, 
springs, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn watering, individual 
residential car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands, dechlorinated 
swimming pool discharges, and street wash water. If, however, these discharges 
are determined to be a significant source of pollution then they must be 
prohibited. 

 
Examples of common sources of illicit discharges in urban areas include 
apartments and homes, car washes, restaurants, airports, landfills, and gas 
stations. These so called "generating sites" discharge sanitary wastewater, septic 
system effluent, vehicle wash water, washdown from grease traps, motor oil, 
antifreeze, gasoline and fuel spills, among other substances. Although these illicit 
discharges can enter the storm drain system in various ways, they generally 
result from either direct connections (e.g., wastewater piping either mistakenly or 
deliberately connected to the storm drains) or indirect connections (e.g., 
infiltration into the storm drain system, spills, or "midnight dumping"). Illicit 
discharges can be further divided into those discharging continuously and those 
discharging intermittently. 

 
b. Illicit Discharge Source Investigation and Elimination 
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Section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) of the CWA requires MS4 permits to “effectively prohibit 
non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewers.” The permit implements this 
requirement, in part by requiring the development of procedures to investigate 
and eliminate illicit discharges. The permittee must develop a clear, step-by-step 
procedure for conducting the investigation of illicit discharges. The procedure 
must include an investigation protocol that clearly defines what constitutes an 
illicit discharge and what steps shall be taken to identify and eliminate its source. 
In many circumstances, sources of intermittent, illicit discharges are very difficult 
to locate, and these cases may remain unresolved. The permit requires that each 
case be conducted in accordance with the procedures developed to locate the 
source and conclude the investigation, after which the case may be considered 
closed. These procedures should be completed per the Progressive Enforcement 
Policy identified in Part VI.D.2 of this Order and should include enforcement as 
necessary to ensure the elimination of the illicit discharge/connection.   
 
Illicit discharges may also originate in upstream jurisdictions and therefore this 
Order establishes procedures for communicating with upstream entities and 
providing information that may prove helpful in their investigation of its source(s).  
 
If a Permittee is unable to eliminate an ongoing illicit discharge following full 
execution of its legal authority and in accordance with its Progressive 
Enforcement Policy, or other circumstances prevent the full elimination of an 
ongoing illicit discharge, including the inability to find the responsible 
party/parties, the Permittee shall provide for diversion of the entire flow to the 
sanitary sewer or provide treatment. In either instance, the Permittee shall notify 
the Regional Water Board in writing within 30 days of such determination and 
shall provide a written plan for review and comment that describes the efforts that 
have been undertaken to eliminate the illicit discharge, a description of the 
actions to be undertaken, anticipated costs, and a schedule for completion.  The 
goal of these requirements is to provide a permanent solution for ongoing illicit 
discharges. 
 

c. Identification and Response to Illicit Connections  

Illicit connections to the MS4 can lead to the direct discharge or infiltration of 
sewage or other prohibited discharges into the MS4. Permitees have been 
conducting illicit connection screening throughout the term of Order No. 01-182 
and this Order requires a continuation of response efforts once an illicit 
connection is identified. This Order establishes unique obligations for the 
LACFCD and for the individual Permitees. The requirements for LACFCD are 
based on the unique obligations and infrastructure of a regional flood control 
district.  Requirements for the individual Permittees require the investigation and 
follow-up of all illicit connections within 21 days of identification and elimination 
within 180 days. 

d. Public Reporting of Non-Storm Water Discharges and Spills   
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Each Permittee needs to promote a program to help in the identification and 
termination of illicit discharges. This Order establishes requirements for the 
Permitees, individually or as a group, to develop public education campaigns and 
reporting numbers which are intended to promote public reporting of illicit 
discharges. Specifically, a stormwater hotline can be used to help permittees 
become aware of and mitigate spills or dumping incidents. Spills can include 
everything from an overturned gasoline tanker to sediment leaving a construction 
site to a sanitary sewer overflow entering into a storm drain. Permittees must set 
up a hotline consisting of any of the following (or combination thereof): a 
dedicated or non-dedicated phone line, E-mail address, or website. 
 
This Order also requires development of written procedures for receiving and 
responding to calls from the public and for maintaining documentation about 
reported illicit discharges and spills and their investigation and remedy.  These 
requirements are intended to ensure that reliable and consistent practices are 
deployed to address this persistent problem.  

e. Spill Response Plan 

Spills, leaks, sanitary sewer overflows, and illicit dumping or discharges can 
introduce a range of stormwater pollutants into the storm system. Prompt 
response to these occurrences is the best way to prevent or reduce negative 
impacts to waterbodies. The permittee must develop a spill response plan that 
includes an investigation procedure similar to or in conjunction with the 
investigation procedures developed for illicit discharges in general. Often, a 
different entity might be responsible for spill response in a community (i.e. fire 
department), therefore, it is imperative that adequate communication exists 
between stormwater and spill response staff to ensure that spills are documented 
and investigated in a timely manner. 

 
f. Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Education and Training 

The permit requires each Permittee to train field staff, who may come into contact 
or observe illicit discharges, on the identification and proper procedures for 
reporting illicit discharges. Field staff to be trained may include, but are not 
limited to, municipal maintenance staff, inspectors, and other staff whose job 
responsibilities regularly take them out of the office and into areas within the MS4 
area. Permittee field staff are out in the community every day and are in the best 
position to locate and report spills, illicit discharges, and potentially polluting 
activities. With proper training and information on reporting illicit discharges 
easily accessible, these field staff can greatly expand the reach of the IDDE 
program. 

D. Total Maximum Daily Load Provisions 

Clean Water Act section 303(d)(1)(A) requires each State to conduct a biennial 
assessment of its waters, and identify those waters that are not achieving water quality 
standards.  These waters are identified as impaired on the State’s Clean Water Act 
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section “303(d) List” of water quality limited segments.  The Clean Water Act also 
requires States to establish a priority ranking for waters on the 303(d) List and to 
develop and implement Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waters.  A 
TMDL specifies the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and 
still meet water quality standards, and allocates the acceptable pollutant load to point 
and nonpoint sources.  The elements of a TMDL are described in 40 CFR sections 
130.2 and 130.7.  A TMDL is defined as “the sum of the individual waste load 
allocations for point sources and load allocations for nonpoint sources and natural 
background” (40 CFR § 130.2).  Regulations further require that TMDLs must be set at 
“levels necessary to attain and maintain the applicable narrative and numeric water 
quality standards with seasonal variations and a margin of safety that takes into account 
any lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and 
water quality” (40 CFR section 130.7(c)(1)).  The regulations at 40 CFR section 130.7 
also state that TMDLs shall take into account critical conditions for stream flow, loading 
and water quality parameters. Essentially, TMDLs serve as a backstop provision of the 
CWA designed to implement water quality standards when other provisions have failed 
to achieve water quality standards.  
 
Upon establishment of TMDLs by the State or the USEPA, the State is required to 
incorporate, or reference, the TMDLs in the State Water Quality Management Plan (40 
CFR sections 130.6(c)(1) and 130.7).  The Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan, and 
applicable statewide plans, serves as the State Water Quality Management Plan 
governing the watersheds under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Board.  When 
adopting TMDLs as part of its Basin Plan, the Regional Water Board includes, as part of 
the TMDL, a program for implementation of the WLAs for point sources and load 
allocations (LAs) for nonpoint sources. 
 
TMDLs are not self-executing, but instead rely upon further Board orders to impose 
pollutant restrictions on discharges to achieve the TMDL’s WLAs. Federal regulations 
require that NPDES permits must include conditions consistent with the assumptions 
and requirements of any available waste load allocation (40 CFR section 
122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)). Similarly, state law requires both that the Regional Water Board 
implement its Basin Plan when adopting waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and 
that NPDES permits apply “any more stringent effluent standards or limitations 
necessary to implement water quality control plans…” (Cal. Wat. Code §§ 13263, 
13377). 
 
An NPDES permit should incorporate the WLAs as numeric WQBELs, where feasible.  
Where a non-numeric permit limitation is selected, such as BMPs, the permit’s 
administrative record must support the expectation that the BMPs are sufficient to 
achieve the WLAs. (40 CFR §§ 124.8, 124.9, and 124.18.)  The USEPA has published 
guidance for establishing WLAs for storm water discharges in TMDLs and their 
incorporation as numeric WQBELs in MS4 permits.37 
 

                                            
37

  USEPA (2010) “Revisions to the November 22, 2002 Memorandum ‘Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those TMDLs’.” Issued 
by James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management and Denise Keehner, Director, Office of Wetlands, Oceans 
and Watersheds. November 12, 2010. 
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As required, permit conditions are included in this Order consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of the available WLAs assigned to MS4 discharges, 
which have been established in thirty-three TMDLs.  The Regional Water Board 
adopted twenty-five (25) TMDLs and USEPA established seven (7) TMDLs that assign 
WLAs to MS4 Permittees within the County of Los Angeles.  In addition, the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Board adopted a TMDL that assigns WLAs to the Cities of Pomona and 
Claremont.  The TMDLs included in this Order along with the adoption and approval 
dates are listed in the table below.  Permit conditions for two of these TMDLs – the 
Marina del Rey Harbor Bacteria TMDL and the Los Angeles River Watershed Trash 
TMDL – were previously incorporated into Order No. 01-182 during re-openers in 2007 
and 2009, respectively (Orders R4-2007-0042 and R4-2009-0130). TMDLs are typically 
developed on a watershed or subwatershed basis, which facilitates a more accurate 
assessment of cumulative impacts of pollutants from all sources.  An overview of each 
Watershed Management Area, including the TMDLs applicable to it, is provided below. 
 
TMDLs with Resolution Numbers, Adoption Dates and Effective Dates 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area 

Santa Clara River Nitrogen 
Compounds TMDL 

2003-011 8/7/2003 2003-0073 11/19/2003 2/27/2004 3/18/2004 3/23/2004 

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride 
TMDL 

2008-012 12/11/2008 2009-0077 10/20/2009 1/26/2010 4/6/2010 4/6/2010 

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, and 
Lake Hughes Trash TMDL (Lake 
Elizabeth only) 

2007-009 6/7/2007 2007-0073 12/4/2007 2/8/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Santa Clara River Estuary and 
Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator 
Bacteria TMDL 

R10-006 7/8/2010 2011-0048 10/4/2011 12/19/2011 1/13/2012 3/21/2012 

Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria 
TMDL (Dry Weather) 

2002-004 1/24/2002 2002-0149 9/19/2002 12/9/2002 6/19/2003 7/15/2003 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria 
TMDL (Wet Weather) 

2002-022 12/12/2002 2003-0022 3/19/2003 5/20/2003 6/19/2003 7/15/2003 

Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and 
Offshore Debris TMDL 

R10-010 11/4/2010 2011-0064 12/6/2011 3/15/2012 3/20/2012 3/20/2012 

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs 
and PCBs (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Malibu Creek Subwatershed 

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria 
TMDL 

2004-019R 12/13/2004 2005-0072 9/22/2005 12/1/2005 1/10/2006 1/24/2006 

Malibu Creek Watershed Trash 
TMDL 

2008-007 5/1/2008 2009-0029 3/17/2009 6/16/2009 6/26/2009 7/7/2009 

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/21/2003 N/A 

Ballona Creek Subwatershed 

Ballona Creek Trash TMDL 2004-023 3/4/2004 2004-0059 9/30/2004 2/8/2005 N/A 8/11/2005 

Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL 

2005-008 7/7/2005 2005-0076 10/20/2005 12/15/2005 12/22/2005 1/11/2006 

Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and 
Sepulveda Channel Bacteria TMDL 

2006-011 6/8/2006 2006-0092 11/15/2006 2/20/2007 3/26/2007 4/27/2007 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Ballona Creek Metals TMDL 2007-015 9/6/2007 2008-0045 6/17/2008 10/6/2008 10/29/2008 10/29/2008 

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for 
Sediment and Invasive Exotic 
Vegetation (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Marina del Rey Subwatershed 

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' 
Beach and Back Basins Bacteria 
TMDL 

2003-012 8/7/2003 2003-0072 11/19/2003 1/30/2004 3/18/2004 3/18/2004 

Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic 
Pollutants TMDL 

2005-012 10/6/2005 2006-0006 1/13/2006 3/13/2006 3/16/2006 3/22/2006 

Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbors Waters Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL 
(Inner Cabrillo Beach and Main Ship 
Channel) 

2004-011 7/1/2004 2004-0071 10/21/2004 1/5/2005 3/1/2005 3/10/2005 

Machado Lake Trash TMDL 2007-006 6/7/2007 2007-0075 12/4/2007 2/8/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL 2008-006 5/1/2008 2008-0089 12/2/2008 2/19/2009 3/11/2009 3/11/2009 

Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs 
TMDL 

R10-008 9/2/2010 2011-0065 12/6/2011 2/29/2012 3/20/2012 3/20/2012 

Dominguez Channel and Greater 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor 
Waters Toxic Pollutants TMDL 

R11-008 5/5/2011 2012-0008 2/7/2012 3/21/2012 3/23/2012 3/23/2012 

Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash 
TMDL 

2007-012 8/9/2007 2008-0024 4/15/2008 7/1/2008 7/24/2008 9/23/2008 

Los Angeles River Nitrogen 
Compounds and Related Effects 
TMDL 

2003-016 12/4/2003 2004-0014 3/24/2004 9/27/2004 N/A 9/27/2004 

Los Angeles River and Tributaries 
Metals TMDL 

R10-003 5/6/2010 2011-0021 4/19/2011 7/28/2011 11/3/2011 11/3/2011 

Los Angeles River Bacteria TMDL R10-007 7/9/2010 2011-0056 11/1/2011 3/21/2012 3/23/2012 3/23/2012 

Long Beach City Beaches and Los 
Angeles River Estuary Bacteria 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 
 RESOLUTION 

NUMBER 
ADOPTION 

DATE 

STATE 
BOARD 

RESOLUTION 
NUMBER 

STATE 
BOARD 

APPROVAL 
DATE 

OAL 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EPA 
APPROVAL 

DATE 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
(USEPA established for Lake 
Calabasas, Echo Park Lake, and 
Peck Road Park Lake) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area 

San Gabriel River and Impaired 
Tributaries Metals and Selenium 
TMDL (USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2007 N/A 

Legg Lake Trash TMDL 2007-010 6/7/2007 2007-0074 12/4/2007 2/5/2008 2/27/2008 3/6/2008 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs 
(USEPA established for Legg Lake 
and Puddingstone Reservoir) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/26/2012 N/A 

Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area 

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL 
(USEPA established) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/17/2010 N/A 

Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, 
PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and 
Metals TMDL 

R09-005 10/1/2009 2010-0056 11/16/2010 5/6/2011 6/14/2011 7/28/2011 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area (Santa Ana Region TMDL) 

Middle Santa Ana River Watershed 
Bacteria Indicator TMDL 

R8-2005-0001 8/26/2005 2006-0030 5/15/2006 9/1/2006 5/16/2007 5/16/2007 
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Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area.  The Santa Clara River and its 
tributaries drain a watershed area of 1,634 square miles (sq. miles) (Figure B-1).  Santa 
Clara River Reaches 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B and major tributaries Santa Paula, Sespe and Piru 
Creeks are in Ventura County.  Santa Clara River Reaches 5, 6, 7, 8 and major 
tributaries Castaic, San Francisquito, and Bouquet Canyon Creeks are in Los Angeles 
County.  About 40% of the watershed, the Upper Santa Clara River, is located in County 
of Los Angeles.  Approximately, 75% of the Upper Santa Clara River watershed is open 
space used for recreation in the Angeles National Forest.  The remainder of the upper 
portion of the watershed is characterized by a mixture of residential, mixed urban, and 
industrial land uses with low density residential more common in the uppermost areas of 
the watershed, while high density residential is more prevalent in the City of Santa 
Clarita.   
 
Various reaches of the Santa Clara River are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of 
impaired water bodies for nitrogen, bacteria, chloride, and trash (in lakes), among other 
pollutants.  The excess nitrogen compounds are causing impairments to the WARM, 
WILD, and GWR designated beneficial uses of the Santa Clara River in Reaches 3, 7 
and 8. The elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the REC-1 
and REC-2 designated beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 
3, 5, 6, and 7.  The excessive levels of chloride are impairing the AGR and GWR 
designated beneficial uses of the Upper Santa Clara River Reaches 4A, 4B, 5 and 6. 
The trash in Lake Elizabeth is causing impairments to the WARM, WILD, RARE, REC-1 
and REC-2 designated beneficial uses.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board to address the impairments 
due to nitrogen, bacteria and chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River Watershed and for 
trash in Lake Elizabeth. Each of these TMDLs identifies MS4 discharges as a source of 
pollutants and assigns allocations to MS4 discharges. In the nitrogen compounds 
TMDL, storm water discharges were identified as potentially contributing nitrogen loads. 
Data from land use monitoring conducting under the LA County MS4 Permit from 1994-
1999 indicate some concentrations of ammonia from commercial land uses in excess of 
the 30-day average concentration based WLA of 1.75 mg/l, and potential concentrations 
of nitrate-N and nitrite-N from residential land uses in excess of the WLA of 6.8 mg/l. 
Recent data from the 2010-11 annual monitoring report indicate low levels of ammonia 
and nitrite at the mass emissions station (S29) in the Santa Clara River, and 
concentrations of nitrate-N ranging from 1.38-1.66 mg/l in dry weather and 0.015-1.86 
mg/l in wet weather. In the chloride TMDL, major point sources are assigned a WLA of 
100 mg/l. Data from land use monitoring conducted under the LA County MS4 Permit 
from 1994-99 indicate chloride concentrations ranging from 3.2-48 mg/l, while more 
recent data from the mass emissions station (S29) indicate concentrations ranging from 
116-126 mg/l in dry weather, and 25.1-96.3 mg/l in wet weather. For the bacteria TMDL, 
the Regional Water Board found that the significant contributors of bacteria loading to 
the Santa Clara River are discharges of storm water and non-storm water from the 
MS4. For the trash TMDL, discharges from the MS4 are sources of trash discharged to 
Lake Elizabeth.  
 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area.  The Santa Monica Bay Watershed 
Management Area (WMA) encompasses an area of 414 sq. miles (Figure B-2).  Its 
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borders reach from the crest of the Santa Monica Mountains on the north and from the 
Ventura-Los Angeles County line to downtown Los Angeles.  From there it extends 
south and west across the Los Angeles plain to include the area east of Ballona Creek 
and north of the Baldwin Hills.  A narrow strip of land between Playa del Rey and Palos 
Verdes drains to the Bay south of Ballona Creek.  The WMA includes several 
subwatersheds, the two largest being Malibu Creek to the north (west) and Ballona 
Creek to the south.  SCAG land use data from 2005 shows 62% of the area is open 
space, high density residential is 17% of the area, and low density residential is 2.3% of 
the area.  Commercial and industrial land uses total 6% of the area and are found in all 
but a handful of the subwatersheds.   
 
Many of the Santa Monica Bay beaches were identified on the 1998 CWA Section 
303(d) List of impaired water bodies for high coliform counts and beach closures.  Santa 
Monica Bay offshore and nearshore is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired 
water bodies for debris, DDTs, PCBs and sediment toxicity.  The elevated bacterial 
indicator densities during both dry and wet weather are causing impairments of the 
REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay beaches. The 
debris and elevated concentrations of DDT and PCBs are causing impairments to the 
IND, NAV, REC-1, REC-2, COMM, EST, MAR, BIOL, MIGR, WILD, RARE, SPWN, 
SHELL, and WET designated beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board and USEPA for bacteria at 
Santa Monica Bay Beaches, and for debris, DDTs, PCBs and sediment toxicity in Santa 
Monica Bay.  In the bacteria TMDL, the Regional Water Board determined that 
discharges of storm water and non-storm water from the MS4 are the primary source of 
elevated bacterial indicator densities to Santa Monica Bay beaches during dry and wet 
weather. In the debris TMDL, the Regional Water Board determined that most of the 
land-based debris is discharged to the marine environment through the MS4. In the 
DDT and PCBs TMDL, USEPA determined that although DDT is no longer used, it 
persists in the environment, adhering strongly to soil particles.  The manufacture of 
PCBs is no longer legal, but PCBs also persist in the environment and are inadvertently 
produced as a result of some manufacturing processes.  Both DDT and PCBs are 
transported in contaminated sediments via urban runoff through the MS4 to Santa 
Monica Bay.  
 
The Malibu Creek subwatershed drains an area of about 109 square miles (Figure B-
2a).  Approximately two-thirds of this subwatershed lies in Los Angeles County and the 
remaining third in Ventura County.  Much of the land is part of the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area and is under the purview of the National Parks 
Service.  The watershed borders the eastern portion of Ventura County to the west and 
north and Los Angeles River watershed to the east.  Major tributaries include Cold 
Creek, Lindero Creek, Las Virgenes Creek, Medea Creek, and Triunfo Creek.  Located 
at the end of and receiving flows from Malibu Creek is the 40-acre Malibu Lagoon.  The 
Malibu Creek subwatershed land uses are 88% open space, 3% commercial/light 
industry, 9% residential and less than 1% public.   
 
The Malibu Creek Watershed is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired water 
bodies for bacteria, nutrients, and trash.  Elevated bacterial indicator densities are 
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causing impairment of the REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Malibu 
Creek, Malibu Lagoon, and the adjacent beaches.  Excess nutrients are causing 
impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, WARM, COLD, EST, MAR, WILD, RARE, MIGR, 
and SPWN designated beneficial uses of waterbodies in the Malibu Creek Watershed.  
Trash is causing impairments to the MUN, GWR, REC-1, REC-2, WARM, COLD, MIGR, 
WILD, RARE, SPWN, and WET designated beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the 
Malibu Creek Watershed.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for bacteria and trash in 
Malibu Creek.  USEPA established a TMDL for nutrients in Malibu Creek.  Fecal 
coliform bacteria may be introduced from a variety of sources including storm water and 
non-storm water discharges from the MS4. USEPA determined that high nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings are associated with storm water discharges from commercial and 
residential land uses and also from undeveloped areas.  During the summer non-storm 
water discharges add a significant portion of the load. The Regional Water Board 
determined in the trash TMDL that discharges from the MS4 are a source of trash to 
waterbodies in the Malibu Creek Watershed.   
 
Ballona Creek and its tributaries drain a subwatershed of about 127 square miles 
(Figure B-2b).  The watershed boundary extends in the east from the crest of the Santa 
Monica Mountains southward and westward to the vicinity of central Los Angeles and 
thence to Baldwin Hills.  Tributaries of Ballona Creek include Centinela Creek, 
Sepulveda Canyon Channel, Benedict Canyon Channel, and numerous other storm 
drains.  Ballona Creek is concrete lined upstream of Centinela Boulevard.  All of its 
tributaries are either concrete channels or covered culverts.  The channel downstream 
of Centinela Boulevard is trapezoidal composed of grouted rip-rap side slopes and an 
earth bottom.  The urbanized areas of Ballona Creek, which consists of residential and 
commercial properties, accounts for 80% of the watershed; the partially developed 
foothill and mountains make up the other 20%.   
 
Ballona Creek and Ballona Creek Estuary is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List for 
trash, toxicity, bacteria, and metals.  The Ballona Creek Wetlands is on the 2010 CWA 
Section 303(d) List for trash, exotic vegetation, habitat alterations and 
hydromodification.  Trash is causing impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, WARM, WILD, 
EST, MAR, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, WET, and COLD designated beneficial uses 
of Ballona Creek. A suite of toxic pollutants, including cadmium, copper, lead, silver, 
zinc, chlordane, DDT, PCBs, and PAHs in sediments and dissolved copper, dissolved 
lead, total selenium, and dissolved zinc, are causing impairments to the REC-1, REC-2, 
EST, MAR, WILD, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, and SHELL designated beneficial 
uses of Ballona Creek Estuary and Ballona Creek and Sepulveda Channel, 
respectively. The elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the 
REC-1, LREC-1, and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Ballona Creek and Ballona 
Estuary.  The excess sediment and invasive exotic vegetation is causing impairments to 
the EST, MIGR, RARE, REC-1, REC-2, SPWN, WET, and WILD designated beneficial 
uses of the Ballona Creek Wetlands.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, metals and toxic 
pollutants in Ballona Creek and Estuary, and bacteria.  USEPA established a TMDL for 
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Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation in the Ballona Creek Wetlands.  Stormwater 
discharge is the major source of trash in Ballona Creek. Urban storm water has been 
recognized as a substantial source of metals.  Storm drains convey a large percentage 
of the metals loadings during dry weather because although their flows are typically low, 
concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be quite high. Because metals are typically 
associated with fine particles in storm water runoff, they have the potential to 
accumulate in estuarine sediments where they may pose a risk of toxicity.  Similar to 
metals, the majority of organic constituents in storm water are associated with 
particulates.  There is toxicity associated with suspended solids in urban runoff 
discharged from Ballona Creek, as well as with the receiving water sediments.  This 
toxicity is likely attributed to metals and organics associated with the suspended 
sediments. The major contributors of flows and associated bacteria loading to Ballona 
Creek and Ballona Estuary are storm water and non-storm water discharges from the 
MS4. The potential for sediment loading into the Ballona Creek Wetlands is associated 
with the flow coming down the watershed. Sediment moves from the watershed through 
the MS4 as a result of storms, wind and land based runoff. Major storms usually take 
place in winter and are responsible for major movements of sediment down the 
watershed into Ballona Creek and Ballona Wetland towards the coastal waterbodies. 
These activities can lead to discharge of large quantities of sediments in runoff.  
 
The Marina del Rey subwatershed is approximately 2.9 square miles located adjacent 
to the mouth of Ballona Creek.  The Marina del Rey subwatershed is highly developed 
at 80%, the remaining 20% is split between water and open/recreation land uses.   
 
Marina del Rey is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List for bacteria and sediment 
concentrations of copper, lead, zinc, DDT, PCBs, chlordane, and sediment toxicity.  The 
elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing impairment of the REC-1 and REC-2 
designated beneficial uses at Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ Beach and back basins. 
The toxic pollutants are causing impairments to the REC-1, MAR, WILD, COMM, and 
SHELL designated beneficial uses of the Marina del Rey Harbor.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for bacteria and toxic 
pollutants.  Non-storm water and storm water discharges from the MS4 are the primary 
sources of elevated bacterial indicator densities to Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers’ 
Beach and back basins during dry and wet weather. Urban storm water has been 
recognized as a substantial source of metals. Numerous researchers have documented 
that the most prevalent metals in urban storm water (i.e., copper, lead, and zinc) are 
consistently associated with suspended solids. Because metals are typically associated 
with fine particles in storm water runoff, they have the potential to accumulate in marine 
sediments where they may pose a risk of toxicity. Similar to metals, the majority of 
organic constituents in storm water are associated with particulates.  
 
Dominguez Channel and Greater Harbor Waters Watershed Management Area.  
The Dominguez Channel and Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbors Watershed 
Management Area (Dominguez WMA) is located in the southern portion of the Los 
Angeles Basin (Figure B-3).  Los Angeles Harbor is 7,500 acres and the Long Beach 
Harbor is 7,600 acres; together they have an open water area of approximately 8,128 
acres.  The 15 mile-long Dominguez Channel drains a densely urbanized area to Inner 

RB-AR4407



Greater Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-89 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Los Angeles Harbor.  Near the end of the 19th century and during the beginning of the 
next century, channels were dredged, marshes were filled, wharves were constructed, 
the Los Angeles River was diverted, and breakwaters were constructed in order to allow 
deep draft ships to be directly offloaded at the docks.  The Dominguez Slough was 
completely channelized and became the drainage endpoint for runoff from a highly 
industrialized area.  Eventually, the greater San Pedro Bay was enclosed by two more 
breakwaters and deep entrance channels were dredged to allow for entry of ships.   
 
Various reaches of the Dominguez WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of 
impaired water bodies for metals, DDT, PCBs, PAHs, historic pesticides, coliform, and 
sediment toxicity.  The elevated bacteria indicator densities is causing impairments to 
the SHELL, REC-1, and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Los Angeles Harbor.  The 
elevated levels of metals and organics are causing impairments to beneficial uses 
designated in these waters to protect aquatic life, including MAR and RARE. In addition, 
the elevated levels are causing impairments in the estuaries, which are designated with 
SPWN, MIGR, and WILD beneficial uses. Dominguez Channel also has an existing 
designated use of WARM and the Los Angeles River Estuary has the designated use of 
WET. Beneficial uses associated with human use of these waters that are impaired due 
to the elevated concentrations of metals and organics include REC-1, REC-2, IND, 
NAV, COMM, and SHELL.   
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for toxic pollutants in the 
Dominguez WMA and for bacteria at Inner Cabrillo Beach and the Main Ship Channel.  
Discharges from the MS4 are a source of elevated bacterial indicator densities to Inner 
Cabrillo Beach and the Main Ship Channel during dry and wet weather. The major point 
sources of organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, and metals into Dominguez Channel are 
storm water and non-storm water discharges.  The contaminated sediments are a 
reservoir of historically deposited pollutants. Storm water runoff from manufacturing, 
military facilities, fish processing plants, wastewater treatment plants, oil production 
facilities, and shipbuilding or repair yards in both Ports have discharged untreated or 
partially treated wastes into Harbor waters. Current activities also contribute pollutants 
to Harbor sediments, in particular, storm water runoff.  
 
Machado Lake is listed for trash, nutrients, PCBs and historic pesticides.  Trash, 
nutrients and toxic pollutants are causing impairments to the WARM, WET, RARE, 
WILD, REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial uses of Machado Lake. TMDLs have 
been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, nutrients, PCBs and pesticides for 
Machado Lake.  The point sources of trash and nutrients into Machado Lake are storm 
water and non-storm water discharges from the MS4.  Storm water discharges occur 
through the following sub-drainage systems: Drain 553, Wilmington Drain, Project 
77/510, and Walteria Lake.  
 
Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area.  The Los Angeles River 
Watershed Management Area (LAR WMA) drains a watershed of 824 square miles 
(Figure B-4).  The LAR WMA is one of the largest in the Region and is also one of the 
most diverse in terms of land use patterns.  Approximately 324 square miles of the 
watershed are covered by forest or open space land including the area near the 
headwaters, which originate in the Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and San Gabriel 
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Mountains.  The remainder of the watershed is highly developed.  The river flows 
through the San Fernando Valley past heavily developed residential and commercial 
areas.  From the Arroyo Seco, north of downtown Los Angeles, to the confluence with 
the Rio Hondo, the river flows through industrial and commercial areas and is bordered 
by rail yards, freeways, and major commercial and government buildings.  From the Rio 
Hondo to the Pacific Ocean, the river flows through industrial, residential, and 
commercial areas, including major refineries and petroleum products storage facilities, 
major freeways, rail lines, and rail yards serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach. Due to major flood events at the beginning of the century, by the 1950s most of 
the LA River was lined with concrete.  In the San Fernando Valley, there is a section of 
the river with a soft bottom at the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin.  At the eastern end of 
the San Fernando Valley, the river bends around the Hollywood Hills and flows through 
Griffith and Elysian Parks, in an area known as the Glendale Narrows.  Since the water 
table was too high to allow laying of concrete, the river in this area has a rocky, unlined 
bottom with concrete-lined or rip-rap sides.  South of the Glendale Narrows, the river is 
contained in a concrete-lined channel down to Willow Street in Long Beach.  The LA 
River tidal prism/estuary begins in Long Beach at Willow Street and runs approximately 
three miles before joining with Queensway Bay.  The channel has a soft bottom in this 
reach with concrete-lined sides.  A number of lakes are also part of the LAR WMA, 
including Peck Road Park, Belvedere Park, Hollenbeck Park, Lincoln Park, and Echo 
Park Lakes as well as Lake Calabasas.   
 
Various reaches and lakes within the LAR WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) 
List of impaired water bodies for trash, nitrogen compounds and related effects 
(ammonia, nitrate, nitrite, algae, pH, odor, and scum), metals (copper, cadmium, lead, 
zinc, aluminum and selenium), bacteria, and historic pesticides.  Beneficial uses 
impaired by trash in the Los Angeles River are REC-1, REC-2, WARM, WILD, EST, 
MAR, RARE, MIGR, SPWN, COMM, WET and COLD. The excess nitrogen compounds 
are causing impairments to the WARM and WILD designated beneficial uses of Los 
Angeles River. Excess metals are causing impairments to the WILD, RARE, WARM, 
WET, and GWR designated beneficial uses of the Los Angeles River and its tributaries. 
Elevated indicator bacteria densities are causing impairments to the REC-1 and REC-2 
designated beneficial uses of Los Angeles River and the Los Angeles River Estuary.  
 
TMDLs have been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash, nitrogen, metals, 
and bacteria in the Los Angeles River.  USEPA established TMDLs for bacteria in the 
Los Angeles River Estuary and for various pollutants in Los Angeles Area Lakes.  The 
Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL identifies discharges from the municipal 
separate storm sewer system as the principal source of trash to the Los Angeles River 
and its tributaries. The Regional Water Board determined that urban runoff and storm 
water may contribute to nitrate loads.  Discharges from the MS4 contribute a large 
percentage of the metals loadings during dry weather because although non-storm 
water flows from the MS4 are typically low relative to other discharges during dry 
weather, concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be quite high.  During wet 
weather, most of the metals loadings are in the particulate form and are associated with 
wet-weather storm water flow. On an annual basis, storm water discharges from the 
MS4 contribute about 40% of the cadmium loading, 80% of the copper loading, 95% of 
the lead loading, and 90% of the zinc loading. Discharges from the MS4 are the 
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principal source of bacteria to the Los Angeles River, its tributaries and the Los Angeles 
River Estuary in both dry weather and wet weather.  
 
The Los Angeles Water Board identified 10 lakes in the Los Angeles region as impaired 
by algae, ammonia, chlordane, copper, DDT, eutrophication, lead, organic 
enrichment/low dissolved oxygen, mercury, odor, PCBs, pH and/or trash and placed 
them on California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  For several lakes, USEPA 
concluded that ammonia, pH, copper and/or lead are currently meeting water quality 
standards and TMDLs are not required at this time. In other lakes, recent chlordane and 
dieldrin data indicate additional impairment.  Associated with this WMA are:  Lake 
Calabasas TMDLs for total nitrogen and total phosphorus; Echo Park Lake TMDLs for 
nutrients (total nitrogen and total phosphorus), total chlordane, dieldrin, total PCBs, and 
trash; and Peck Road Park Lake TMDLs for nutrients (total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus), total chlordane, total DDT, dieldrin, total PCBs, and trash.   
 
In Lake Calabasas beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients include 
REC1, REC2, and WARM. At high enough concentrations, WILD and MUN uses could 
also become impaired.  MS4 discharges from the surrounding watershed to Lake 
Calabasas during dry and wet weather contributes 97.7 percent of the total phosphorus 
load and 74.4 percent of the total nitrogen load.   
 
In Echo Park Lake beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients, PCBs, 
chlordane, and dieldrin are currently impairing the REC1, REC2, and WARM uses. At 
high enough concentrations WILD and MUN uses could also become impaired.  
Beneficial uses impaired by trash in Echo Park Lake include REC1, REC2, WARM and 
WILD.  The Echo Park Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 discharges from the 
northern and southern watershed to Echo Lake contribute 29 percent of the total 
phosphorus load and 28 percent of the total nitrogen load during wet weather with dry 
weather loading data unavailable due to the majority of runoff being diverted 
downstream of the lake.  PCBs, chlordane, and dieldrin in Echo Park Lake are primarily 
due to historical loading and storage within the lake sediments, with some ongoing 
contribution by watershed wet weather loads. Dry weather loading is assumed to be 
negligible because hydrophobic contaminants primarily move with particulate matter 
that is mobilized by higher flows. Storm water loads from the watershed were estimated 
based on simulated sediment load and observed pollutant concentrations on sediment 
near inflows to the lake.  MS4 discharges via storm drains are the principal point source 
for trash in Echo Park Lake.   
 
In Peck Road Park Lake beneficial uses impaired by elevated levels of nutrients, PCBs, 
chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, and trash are currently impairing the REC1, REC2, and 
WARM uses. At high enough concentrations WILD and MUN uses could also become 
impaired.  The Peck Road Park Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 discharges from 
the surrounding watershed including both wet and dry weather contribute 80.2 percent 
of the total phosphorus load and 55.5 percent of the total nitrogen load.  PCBs, 
chlordane, DDT, and dieldrin in Peck Road Park Lake loads are primarily due to 
historical loading and storage within the lake sediments, with some ongoing contribution 
by watershed wet weather loads. Dry weather loading is assumed to be negligible 
because hydrophobic contaminants primarily move with particulate matter that is 
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mobilized by higher flows. Stormwater loads from the watershed were estimated based 
on simulated sediment load and observed pollutant concentrations on sediment near 
inflows to the lake.  MS4 discharges via storm drains are the principal point source for 
trash in Peck Road Park Lake.   
 
San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area.  The San Gabriel River Watershed 
(SGR WMA) receives drainage from a 689-square mile area of eastern Los Angeles 
County (Figure B-5).  The main channel of the San Gabriel River is approximately 58 
miles long. Its headwaters originate in the San Gabriel Mountains with the East, West, 
and North Forks.  The river empties to the Pacific Ocean at the Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties boundary in Long Beach.  The main tributaries of the river are Big and 
Little Dalton Wash, San Dimas Wash, Walnut Creek, San Jose Creek, Fullerton Creek, 
and Coyote Creek.  Part of the Coyote Creek subwatershed is in Orange County and is 
under the authority of the Santa Ana Water Board.  A number of lakes and reservoirs 
are also part of the SGR WMA, including Legg Lake and Puddingstone Reservoir.  Land 
use in the watershed is diverse and ranges from predominantly open space in the upper 
watershed to urban land uses in the middle and lower parts of the watershed.   
 
Various reaches of the SGR WMA are on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired 
water bodies due to trash, nitrogen, phosphorus, and metals (copper, lead, selenium, 
and zinc).  Beneficial uses impaired by trash in Legg Lake include REC1, REC2, and 
WILD.  
 
A TMDL has been adopted by the Regional Water Board for trash in Legg Lake.    The 
Legg Lake Trash TMDL identifies MS4 storm drains as the principal point source for 
trash discharged to Legg Lake.   
 
USEPA established TMDLs for metals and selenium in the San Gabriel River and 
various pollutants in Los Angeles Area Lakes.  Segments of the San Gabriel River and 
its tributaries exceed water quality objectives for copper, lead, selenium, and zinc.  
Metals loadings to San Gabriel River are causing impairments of the WILD, WARM, 
COLD, RARE, EST, MAR, MIGR, SPWN, WET, MUN, IND, AGR, GWR, and PROC 
beneficial uses.  The San Gabriel River metals and selenium TMDL found that the MS4 
contributes a large percentage of the metals loadings during dry weather because 
although their flows are typically low, concentrations of metals in urban runoff may be 
quite high.  During wet weather, most of the metals loadings are in the particulate form 
and are associated with wet-weather storm water flow.  
 
The Regional Water Board identified 10 lakes in the Los Angeles Region as impaired by 
algae, ammonia, chlordane, copper, DDT, eutrophication, lead, organic enrichment/low 
dissolved oxygen, mercury, odor, PCBs, pH and/or trash and placed them on 
California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  For several lakes, USEPA concluded that 
ammonia, pH, copper and/or lead are currently meeting water quality standards and 
TMDLs are not required at this time. In other lakes, recent chlordane and dieldrin data 
indicate additional impairment.  Associated with this WMA are: Legg Lake TMDLs for 
total nitrogen and total phosphorus; and Puddingstone Reservoir TMDLs for total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, total chlordane, total DDT, total PCBs, total mercury, and 
dieldrin.   
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In Legg Lake beneficial uses impaired due to elevated nutrient levels include REC1, 
REC2, WARM and COLD.  At high enough concentrations the WILD, MUN, and GWR 
uses could also become impaired.  The Legg Lake nutrient TMDL found that MS4 
discharges from the surrounding watershed to Legg Lake during dry and wet weather 
contributes 69.1 percent of the total phosphorus load and 36 percent of the total 
nitrogen load.   
 
In Puddingstone Reservoir beneficial uses impaired due to elevated nutrient, mercury, 
PCBs, chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT levels include REC1, REC2, WARM, and COLD.  
At high enough concentrations the WILD, MUN, GWR, and RARE uses could also 
become impaired.  The Puddingstone Reservoir nutrients TMDL found that MS4 
discharges from the surrounding watershed to Puddingstone Reservoir during dry and 
wet weather contributes 79.8 percent of the total phosphorus and 74.1 percent of the 
total nitrogen load.  Mercury, PCBs, chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT in Puddingstone 
Reservoir loads are primarily due to historical loading and storage within the lake 
sediments, with some ongoing contribution by watershed wet weather loads. Dry 
weather loading is assumed to be negligible because hydrophobic contaminants 
primarily move with particulate matter that is mobilized by higher flows. Stormwater 
loads from the watershed were estimated based on simulated sediment load and 
observed pollutant concentrations on sediment near inflows to the lake.   

 
Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area.  The Los 
Cerritos Channel is concrete-lined above the tidal prism and drains a small but densely 
urbanized area of east Long Beach (Figure B-6).  The channel’s tidal prism starts at 
Anaheim Road and connects with Alamitos Bay through the Marine Stadium; the 
wetlands connect to the Channel a short distance from the lower end of the Channel.  
Alamitos Bay is composed of the Marine Stadium, a recreation facility built in 1932; 
Long Beach Marina; a variety of public and private berths; and the Bay proper.  A small 
bathing lagoon, Colorado Lagoon located entirely in Long Beach, has a tidal connection 
with the Bay.  The majority of land use in this WMA is high density residential.    
  
Los Cerritos Channel is on the 2010 CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired water bodies 
for metals (copper, zinc, and lead).  Beneficial uses impaired by metals in the Los 
Cerritos Channel include WILD, REC2 and WARM.  USEPA established a TMDL for 
various metals in Los Cerritos Channel.  The TMDL for metals in Los Cerritos Channel 
found that the MS4 contributes a large percentage of the metals loadings during dry 
weather because although their flows are typically low, concentrations of metals in 
urban runoff may be quite high.  During wet weather, most of the metals loadings are in 
the particulate form and are associated with wet-weather storm water flow.  
 
Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area.  The Middle Santa Ana River 
Watershed Management Area (MSAR WMA) covers approximately 488 square miles 
and lies mostly in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties; however, a small part of Los 
Angeles County is also included.  The area of Los Angeles County, which lays in the 
MSAR WMA, includes portions of the Cities of Pomona and Claremont (Figure B-7).  
The MSAR WMA is comprised of three subwatersheds.  The subwatershed that 
includes portions of Pomona and Claremont is the Chino Basin Subwatershed.  Surface 
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drainage from Pomona and Claremont is generally southward toward San Antonio 
Creek, which is tributary to Chino Creek, which feeds into the Prado Flood Control 
Basin.   
 
Various reaches of the MSAR WMA, including Chino Creek, are listed on 2010 CWA 
Section 303(d) List for bacteria.  Elevated bacterial indicator densities are causing 
impairments of the REC-1 and REC-2 designated beneficial for the Santa Ana River 
Reach 3; Chino Creek Reaches 1 and 2; Mill Creek (Prado Area); Cucamonga Creek 
Reach 1; and Prado Park Lake.  
 
The Santa Ana Water Board adopted TMDLs for bacteria for the Middle Santa Ana 
River Watershed.  The Basin Plan amendment incorporating the Middle Santa Ana 
River Watershed Bacterial Indicator TMDLs was approved by the Santa Ana Water 
Board on August 26, 2005 (Resolution No. R8-2005-0001), by the State Water Board on 
May 15, 2006, by the Office of Administrative Law on September 1, 2006, and by the 
USEPA on May 16, 2007.  The TMDL was effective on May 16, 2007.  The Santa Ana 
Water Board concluded based upon data and information collected in 1993, 1996-1998 
and in 2002-2004, that urban runoff from the MS4 is a significant source of bacterial 
indicators year round to the Middle Santa Ana River and its tributaries (Rice, 2005). The 
TMDL specifies both dry weather and wet weather WLAs, with distinct implementation 
schedules.  Compliance with the summer dry (April 1st through October 31st) WLAs is to 
be achieved as soon as possible, but no later than December 31, 2015.  In recognition 
of the difficulties associated with the control of storm water discharges, compliance with 
the winter wet (November 1st through March 31st) WLAs is to be achieved as soon as 
possible, but no later than December 31, 2025. 
 
Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Area.  Calleguas Creek and its tributaries 
drain a watershed area of 343 square miles (sq. miles) in southern Ventura County and 
a small portion of western Los Angeles County.  Approximately, 4.16 sq. miles of Los 
Angeles County is part of the Calleguas Creek Watershed.  The land use of the 4.15 sq. 
miles is open space and recreation.  The land use of the remaining 0.01 sq. miles is 
divided between low density residential, industrial, and agriculture (Southern California 
Association of Governments, 2008).  Six TMDLs have been adopted and are in effect 
for the Calleguas Creek Watershed.  None of the TMDLs assign waste load allocations 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, County of Los Angeles or any 
incorporated city within Los Angeles County.  Therefore, no water quality based effluent 
limitations were incorporated in this Order for TMDLs in the Calleguas Creek 
Watershed. 
 
Manner of Incorporation of TMDL WLAs. The description of the permit conditions and 
the basis for the manner for incorporating requirements to implement the TMDLs’ WLAs 
is discussed below. 
 
WLAs may be expressed in different ways in a TMDL.  In general, a WLA is expressed 
as a discharge condition that must be achieved in order to ensure that water quality 
standards are attained in the receiving water.  The discharge condition may be 
expressed in terms of mass or concentration of a pollutant.  However, in some cases, a 
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WLA may be expressed as a receiving water condition such as an allowable number of 
exceedance days of the bacteria objectives. 
 
In this Order, in most cases, TMDL WLAs have been translated into numeric WQBELs 
and, where consistent with the expression of the WLA in the TMDL, also as receiving 
water limitations.  For each TMDL included in this Order, the WLA were translated into 
numeric WQBELs, which were based on the WLAs in terms of the numeric value and 
averaging period.  For those TMDLs where the averaging period was not specific for the 
WLA, the averaging period was based on the averaging period for the numeric target. 
 
For the bacteria TMDLs, where the WLA are expressed as an allowable number of 
exceedance days in the water body, the WLAs were translated into receiving water 
limitations.  In addition to the receiving water limitations, WQBELs were established 
based on the bacteria water quality objectives.  In the bacteria TMDLs, the numeric 
targets are based on the multi-part bacteriological water quality objectives; therefore, 
this approach is consistent with the assumptions of the bacteria TMDLs. 
 
In the Ballona Creek Trash TMDL, the default baseline WLA for the MS4 Permittees is 
equal to 640 gallons (86 cubic feet) of uncompressed trash per square mile per year.  
No differentiation is applied for different land uses in the default baseline WLA.  The 
default baseline WLAs for the Permittees has been refined based on results from the 
baseline monitoring conducted by the City of Los Angeles.  The City of Los Angeles 
provided trash generation flux data for five land uses: commercial, industrial, high 
density residential, low density residential and open space and recreation.  The 
Baseline WLA for any single city is the sum of the products of each land use area 
multiplied by the WLA for the land use area, as shown below: 
 
WLA = ∑ for each city (area by land uses x allocations for this land use) 
 
The baseline was calculated using the City of Los Angeles trash generation flux data 
provided for the 2003-04 and 2004-05 storm years averaged for pounds of trash per 
acre and the 2003-04 storm year for gallons of trash per acre.  The urban portion of the 
Ballona Creek watershed was divided into twelve types of land uses for every city and 
unincorporated area in the watershed.  The land use categories are: (1) high density 
residential, (2) low density residential, (3) commercial and services, (4) industrial, (5) 
public facilities, (6) educational institutions, (7) military installations, (8) transportation, 
(9) mixed urban, (10) open space and recreation, (11) agriculture, and (12) water.  The 
land use data used in the calculation is based on the Southern California Association of 
Governments 2005 data. 
 
1. Compliance Determination 

For TMDLs that establish individual mass-based WLAs or a concentration-based 
WLA such as the Trash TMDLs, Nitrogen TMDLs, and Chloride TMDL, this Order 
requires Permittees to demonstrate compliance with their assigned WQBELs 
individually. 
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A number of the TMDLs for Bacteria, Metals and Toxics establish WLAs that are 
assigned jointly to a group of Permittees whose storm water and/or non-storm water 
discharges are or may be commingled in the MS4 prior to discharge to the receiving 
water subject to the TMDL.  TMDLs address commingled MS4 discharges by 
assigning a WLA to a group of MS4 Permittees based on co-location within the 
same subwatershed.  Permittees with co-mingled storm water are jointly responsible 
for meeting the WQBELs and receiving water limitations assigned to MS4 
discharges in this Order.  "Joint responsibility" means that the Permittees that have 
commingled MS4 discharges are responsible for implementing programs in their 
respective jurisdictions, or within the MS4 for which they are an owner or operator, to 
meet the WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations assigned to such commingled 
MS4 discharges.   

In these cases, federal regulations state that co-permittees need only comply with 
permit conditions relating to discharges from the MS4 for which they are owners or 
operators.  (40 CFR § 122.26(a)(3)(vi).)  Individual co-permittees are only 
responsible for their contributions to the commingled discharge. This Order does not 
require a Permittee to individually ensure that a commingled MS4 discharge meets 
the applicable WQBELs included in this Order, unless such Permittee is shown to be 
solely responsible for the exceedances.  

Additionally, this Order allows a Permittee to clarify and distinguish their individual 
contributions and demonstrate that its MS4 discharge did not cause or contribute to 
exceedances of applicable WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations. In this case, 
though the Permittee’s discharge may commingle with that of other Permittees, the 
Permittee would not be held jointly responsible for the exceedance of the WQBELs 
or receiving water limitation.  

Individual co-permittees who demonstrate compliance with the WQBELs will not be 
held responsible for violations by non-compliant co-permittees.   
 
Demonstrating Compliance with Interim Limitations. This Order provides 
Permittees with several means of demonstrating compliance with applicable interim 
WQBELs and/or interim receiving water limitations for the pollutant(s) associated 
with a specific TMDL. These include any of the following: 

a. There are no violations of the interim WQBELs for the pollutant(s) associated 
with a specific TMDL at the Permittee’s applicable MS4 outfall(s),1 including an 
outfall to the receiving water that collects discharges from multiple Permittees’ 
jurisdictions; 

b. There are no exceedances of the applicable receiving water limitation for the 
pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL in the receiving water(s) at, or 
downstream of, the Permittee’s outfall(s); 

                                            
1
 An outfall may include a manhole or other point of access to the MS4 at the Permittee’s jurisdictional boundary. 
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c. There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the receiving 
water during the time period subject to the WQBEL and/or receiving water 
limitation for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL; or 

d. The Permittee has submitted and is fully implementing an approved Watershed 
Management Program, which includes analyses that provide the Regional Water 
Board with reasonable assurance that the watershed control measures proposed 
will achieve the applicable WQBELs and receiving water limitations consistent 
with relevant compliance schedules.  

Demonstrating Compliance with Final Limitations. This Order provides 
Permittees with three general means of demonstrating compliance with an 
applicable final WQBEL and/or final receiving water limitation for the pollutant(s) 
associated with a specific TMDL.  

These include any of the following: 
 
a. There are no violations of the final WQBEL for the specific pollutant at the 

Permittee’s applicable MS4 outfall(s)2; 

b. There are no exceedances of applicable receiving water limitation for the specific 
pollutant in the receiving water(s) at, or downstream of, the Permittee’s outfall(s); 
or 

c. There is no direct or indirect discharge from the Permittee’s MS4 to the receiving 
water during the time period subject to the WQBEL and/or receiving water 
limitation for the pollutant(s) associated with a specific TMDL. 

This Order provides the opportunity for Permittees to demonstrate compliance with 
interim effluent limitations through development and implementation of a Watershed 
Management Program, where Permittees have provided a reasonable 
demonstration through quantitative analysis (i.e., modeling or other approach) that 
the control measures/BMPs to be implemented will achieve the interim effluent 
limitations in accordance with the schedule provided in this Order.  It is premature to 
consider application of this action based compliance demonstration option to the 
final effluent limitations and final receiving water limitations that have deadlines 
outside the term of this Order.  More data is needed to validate assumptions and 
model results regarding the linkage among BMP implementation, the quality of MS4 
discharges, and receiving water quality.  

During the term of this Order, there are very few deadlines for compliance with final 
effluent limitations applicable to storm water, or final receiving water limitations 
applicable during wet weather conditions. Most deadlines during the term of this 
Order are for interim effluent limitations applicable to storm water, or for final effluent 
limitations applicable to non-storm water discharges and final dry weather receiving 
water limitations.  

                                            
2
 Ibid. 
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There are only five State-adopted TMDLs for which the compliance deadlines for 
final water quality-based effluent limitations applicable to storm water occur during 
the term of this Order. These include: Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL, Santa 
Clara River Nitrogen TMDL, Los Angeles River Nitrogen TMDL, Marina del Rey 
Harbor Toxics TMDL, and LA Harbor Bacteria TMDL. In most of these five TMDLs, 
compliance with the final water quality-based effluent limitations assigned to MS4 
discharges is expected to be achieved (e.g., Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL3), or 
a mechanism is in place to potentially allow additional time to come into compliance 
(e.g. reconsideration of the Marina del Rey Harbor Toxics TMDL implementation 
schedule).  

The Regional Water Board will evaluate the effectiveness of this action-based 
compliance determination approach in ensuring that interim effluent limitations for 
storm water are achieved during this permit term. If this approach is effective in 
achieving compliance with interim effluent limitations for storm water during this 
permit term, the Regional Water Board will consider during the next permit cycle 
whether it would be appropriate to allow a similar approach for demonstrating 
compliance with final water quality-based effluent limitations applicable to storm 
water.  

2. Compliance Schedules for Achieving TMDL Requirements 

A Regional Water Board may include a compliance schedule in an NPDES permit 
when the state’s water quality standards or regulations include a provision that 
authorizes such schedules in NPDES permits.4  In California, TMDL implementation 
plans5 are typically adopted through Basin Plan Amendments.  The TMDL 
implementation plan, which is part of the Basin Plan Amendment, becomes a 
regulation upon approval by the State of California Office of Administrative Law 
(OAL).6  Pursuant to California Water Code sections 13240 and 13242, TMDL 
implementation plans adopted by the Regional Water Board “shall include … a time 
schedule for the actions to be taken [for achieving water quality objectives],” which 
allows for compliance schedules in future permits. This Basin Plan Amendment 
becomes the applicable regulation that authorizes an MS4 permit to include a 
compliance schedule to achieve effluent limitations derived from wasteload 
allocations.  

Where a TMDL implementation schedule has been established through a Basin Plan 
Amendment, it is hereby incorporated into this Order as a compliance schedule to 

                                            
3
 Data from land use monitoring conducted under the LA County MS4 Permit from 1994-99 indicate chloride concentrations 
ranging from 3.2-48 mg/L, while more recent data from the mass emissions station in the Santa Clara River (S29) indicate 
concentrations ranging from 116-126 mg/l in dry weather, and 25.1-96.3 mg/l in wet weather, suggesting that storm water has 
a diluting effect on chloride concentrations in the receiving water. 

4
 See In re Star-Kist Caribe, Inc., (Apr. 16, 1990) 3 E.A.D. 172, 175, modification denied, 4 E.A.D. 33, 34 (EAB 1992)). 

5
 TMDL implementation plans consist of those measures, along with a schedule for their implementation, that the Water 
Boards determine are necessary to correct an impairment.  The NPDES implementation measures are thus required by 
sections 303(d) and 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA.  State law also requires the Water Boards to implement basin plan 
requirements.  (See Wat. Code §§ 13263, 13377; State Water Resources Control Board Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 189.)   

6
 See Gov. Code, § 11353, subd. (b). Every amendment to a Basin Plan, such as a TMDL and its implementation plan, 
requires approval by the State Water Board and OAL.  When the TMDL and implementation plan is approved by OAL, it 
becomes a state regulation.    
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achieve interim and final WQBELs and corresponding receiving water limitations, in 
accordance with 40 CFR section 122.47.  WQBELs must be consistent with the 
assumptions and requirements of any WLA, which includes applicable 
implementation schedules.7 California Water Code sections 13263 and 13377 state 
that waste discharge requirements must implement the Basin Plan.8 Therefore, 
compliance schedules for attaining WQBELs derived from WLAs must be based on 
a state-adopted TMDL implementation plan and cannot exceed the maximum time 
that the implementation plan allows.  

In determining the compliance schedules, the Regional Water Board considered 
numerous factors to ensure that the schedules are as short as possible.  Factors 
examined include, but are not limited to, the size and complexity of the watershed; 
the pollutants being addressed; the number of responsible agencies involved; time 
for Co-Permittees to negotiate memorandum of agreements; development of water 
quality management plans; identification of funding sources; determination of an 
implementation strategy based on the recommendations of water quality 
management plans and/or special studies; and time for the implementation 
strategies to yield measurable results.  Compliance schedules may be altered based 
on the monitoring and reporting results as set forth in the individual TMDLs. 

In many ways, the incorporation of interim and final WQBELs and associated 
compliance schedules is consistent with the iterative process of implementing BMPs 
that has been employed in the previous Los Angeles County MS4 Permits in that 
progress toward compliance with the final effluent limitations may occur over the 
course of many years. However, because the waterbodies in Los Angeles County 
are impaired due to MS4 discharges, it is necessary to establish more specific 
provisions in order to: (i) ensure measurable reductions in pollutant discharges from 
the MS4, resulting in progressive water quality improvements during the iterative 
process, and (ii) establish a final date for completing implementation of BMPs and, 
ultimately, achieving effluent limitations and water quality standards.  

The compliance schedules established herein are consistent with the 
implementation plans established in the individual TMDLs.  The compliance dates 
for meeting the final WQBELs and receiving water limitations for each TMDL are 
listed below in Table F-7.  

 

                                            
7
 See 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B). 

8
 Cal. Wat. Code, § 13263, subd. (a) (“requirements shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that have been 
adopted”); Cal. Wat. Code, § 13377 (“the state board or the regional boards shall . . . issue waste discharge requirements 
and dredged or fill material permits which apply and ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of the [CWA], thereto, 
together with any more stringent effluent standards or limitations necessary to implement waste quality control plans, or for 
the protection of beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance”); see also, State Water Resources Control Board Cases (2006) 136 
Cal.App.4th 189.   
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Table F-7.  Compliance Schedule for final compliance dates. 

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL March 23, 2004       

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL April 6, 2010       

Lake Elizabeth, Munz Lake, and Lake Hughes Trash TMDL (Lake 

Elizabeth only)   March 6, 2016     

Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3, 5, 6, and 7 Indicator 

Bacteria TMDL         

     Dry Weather       March 21, 2023 

     Wet Weather       March 21, 2029 

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL         

     Summer Dry Weather July 15, 2006       

     Winter Dry Weather July 15, 2009       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Santa Monica Bay Nearshore and Offshore Debris TMDL     March 20, 2020   

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL         

     Summer Dry Weather January 24, 2009       

     Winter Dry Weather January 24, 2012       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Malibu Creek Watershed Trash TMDL   July 7, 2017     

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) March 21, 2003       

Ballona Creek Trash TMDL   September 30, 2015     

Ballona Creek Estuary Toxic Pollutants TMDL     January 11, 2021   

Ballona Creek, Ballona Estuary and Sepulveda Channel Bacteria 

TMDL         

     Dry Weather   April 27, 2013     

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Ballona Creek Metals TMDL         

     Dry Weather   January 11, 2016     

     Wet Weather     January 11, 2021   

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic 

Vegetation (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' Beach and Back Basins Bacteria 

TMDL         

     Dry Weather March 18, 2007       

     Wet Weather     July 15, 2021   

Marina del Rey Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL   March 22, 2016 March 22, 2021*   

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL  March 10, 2010       

Machado Lake Trash TMDL   March 6, 2016     

Machado Lake Nutrient TMDL     

September 11, 

2018   

Machado Lake Pesticides and PCBs TMDL     

September 30, 

2019   

Dominguez Channel and Greater LA and LB Harbor Waters Toxic 

Pollutants TMDL       March 23, 2032 

Los Angeles River Watershed Trash TMDL   September 30, 2016     

Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL March 23, 2004       

Los Angeles River and Tributaries Metals TMDL         

     Dry Weather       January 11, 2024 

     Wet Weather       January 11, 2028 

Los Angeles River Watershed Bacteria TMDL         

     Dry Weather (Compliance dates range from 10 to 25 years)     March 23, 2022 March 23, 2037 

     Wet Weather       March 23, 2037 

Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria 

TMDL (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) 

Final Compliance 

date has Passed 

Final Compliance 

date within 5 years 

(2012-2017) 

Final Compliance 

date between 5 

and 10 years 

(2018-2022) 

Final Compliance 

date after  10 

years (2023) 

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs  (USEPA established)   March 26, 2012     

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium 

TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2007       

Legg Lake Trash TMDL   March 6, 2016     

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL (USEPA established) March 17, 2010       

Colorado Lagoon OC Pesticides, PCBs, Sediment Toxicity, PAHs, and 

Metals TMDL     July 28, 2018   

* If an Integrated Water Resources Approach is approved and implemented then Permittees have an extended  
compliance deadline. 
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3. State Adopted TMDLs with Past Final Compliance Deadlines 

As required by federal regulations, this Order includes WQBELs necessary to 
achieve applicable wasteload allocations assigned to MS4 discharges. In some 
cases, the deadline specified in the TMDL implementation plan for achieving the 
final wasteload allocation has passed.  (See Table F-8)  This Order requires that 
Permittees comply immediately with WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations for 
which final compliance deadlines have passed. 
 
Table F-8.  State-Adopted TMDLs with Past Final Implementation Deadlines  

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL)

Final Compliance 

date has Passed

Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL March 23, 2004

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL April 6, 2010

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Summer Dry Weather only July 15, 2006

Santa Monica Bay Beaches Bacteria TMDL Winter Dry Weather only July 15, 2009

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL Summer Dry Weather only  January 24, 2009

Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDL Winter Dry Weather only  January 24, 2012

Marina del Rey Harbor Mothers' Beach and Back Basins Bacteria TMDL Dry Weather Year-round only March 18, 2007

Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL March 10, 2010

Los Angeles River Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL March 23, 2004  
 
Where a Permittee determines that its MS4 discharge may not meet the final 
WQBELs for the TMDLs in Table F-8 upon adoption of this Order, the Permittee may 
request a time schedule order (TSO) from the Regional Water Board.  TSOs are 
issued pursuant to California Water Code section 13300, whenever a Water Board 
"finds that a discharge of waste is taking place or threatening to take place that 
violates or will violate [Regional Water Board] requirements."  Permittees may 
individually request a TSO, or may jointly request a TSO with all Permittees subject 
to the WQBELs and/or receiving water limitations.  Permittees must request a TSO 
to achieve WQBELs for the TMDLs in Table F-8 no later than 45 days after the date 
this Order is adopted. 
 
In the request, the Permittee(s) must include, at a minimum, the following: 
 
a. Location specific data demonstrating the current quality of the MS4 discharge(s) 

in terms of concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to the receiving 
waters subject to the TMDL; 

b. A detailed description and chronology of structural controls and source control 
efforts, including location(s) of implementation, since the effective date of the 
TMDL, to reduce the pollutant load in the MS4 discharges to the receiving waters 
subject to the TMDL; 

c. A list of discharge locations for which additional time is needed to achieve the 
water quality based effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations; 

d. Justification of the need for additional time to achieve the water quality-based 
effluent limitations and/or receiving water limitations for each location identified in 
Part VI.E.3.c, above; 
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e. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the water quality-based effluent limitations and/or receiving water 
limitations at each location identified in Part VI.E.3.c, above; 

f. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, 
consistent with California Water Code section 13385(j)(3)(C)(i), taking into 
account the technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, 
development, and implementation of the control measures that are necessary to 
comply with the effluent limitation(s); and 

g. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule shall 
include interim requirements and the date(s) for their achievement. The interim 
requirements shall include both of the following: 
 
i. Effluent limitation(s) for the pollutant(s) of concern; and 
ii. Actions and milestones leading to compliance with the effluent limitation(s). 
 

The Regional Water Board does not intend to take enforcement action against a 
Permittee for violations of specific WQBELs and corresponding receiving water 
limitations for which the final compliance deadline has passed if a Permittee is fully 
complying with the requirements of a TSO to resolve exceedances of the WQBELs 
for the specific pollutant(s) in the MS4 discharge. 
 
 

4. USEPA Established TMDLs 

USEPA has established seven TMDLs that include wasteload allocations for MS4 
discharges covered by this Order (See Table F-9).  Five TMDLs were established 
since 2010, one in 2007, and one in 2003. 
 
Table F-9. USEPA Established TMDLs with WLAs Assigned to MS4 

Discharges 
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDL) Effective Date

Santa Monica Bay TMDL for DDTs and PCBs (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Ballona Creek Wetlands TMDL for Sediment and Invasive Exotic Vegetation (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Long Beach City Beaches and Los Angeles River Estuary Bacteria TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Los Angeles Area Lakes TMDLs  (USEPA established) March 26, 2012

Los Cerritos Channel Metals TMDL (USEPA established) March 17, 2010

San Gabriel River and Impaired Tributaries Metals and Selenium TMDL (USEPA established) March 26, 2007

Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrients TMDL (USEPA established) March 21, 2003  
 
In contrast to State-adopted TMDLs, USEPA established TMDLs do not contain an 
implementation plan or schedule. The Clean Water Act does not allow USEPA to 
either adopt implementation plans or establish compliance schedules for TMDLs that 
is establishes. Such decisions are generally left with the States. The Regional Water 
Board could either (1) adopt a separate implementation plan as a Basin Plan 
Amendment for each USEPA established TMDL, which would allow inclusion of 
compliance schedules in the permit where applicable, or (2) issue a Permittee a 
schedule leading to full compliance in a separate enforcement order (such as a Time 
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Schedule Order or a Cease and Desist Order). To date, the Board has not adopted a 
separate implementation plan or enforcement order for any of these TMDLs. As 
such, the final WLAs in the seven USEPA established TMDLs identified above 
become effective immediately upon establishment by USEPA and placement in a 
NPDES permit. 
 
The Regional Water Board’s decision as to how to express permit conditions for 
USEPA established TMDLs is based on an analysis of several specific facts and 
circumstances surrounding these TMDLs and their incorporation into this Order. 
First, since these TMDLs do not include implementation plans, none of these TMDLs 
have undergone a comprehensive evaluation of implementation strategies or an 
evaluation of the time required to fully implement control measures to achieve the 
final WLAs. Second, given the lack of an evaluation, the Regional Water Board is not 
able to adequately assess whether Permittees will be able to immediately comply 
with the WLAs at this time. Third, the majority of these TMDLs were established by 
USEPA recently (i.e., since 2010) and permittees have had limited time to plan for 
and implement control measures to achieve compliance with the WLAs. Lastly, while 
federal regulations do not allow USEPA to establish implementation plans and 
schedules for achieving these WLAs, USEPA has nevertheless included 
implementation recommendations regarding MS4 discharges as part of six of the 
seven of these TMDLs. The Regional Water Board needs time to adequately 
evaluate USEPA’s recommendations. For the reasons above, the Regional Water 
Board has determined that numeric water quality based effluent limitations for these 
USEPA established TMDLs are infeasible at the present time. The Regional Water 
Board may at its discretion revisit this decision within the term of the Order or in a 
future permit, as more information is developed to support the inclusion of numeric 
water quality based effluent limitations.  
 
In lieu of inclusion of numeric water quality based effluent limitations at this time, this 
Order requires Permittees subject to WLAs in USEPA established TMDLs to 
propose and implement best management practices (BMPs) that will be effective in 
achieving the numeric WLAs. Permittees will propose these BMPs to the Regional 
Water Board in a Watershed Management Program Plan, which is subject to 
Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval. As part of this Plan, Permittees 
are also required to propose a schedule for implementing the BMPs that is as short 
as possible. The Regional Water Board finds that, at this time, it is reasonable to 
include permit conditions that require Permittees to develop specific Watershed 
Management Program plans that include interim milestones and schedules for 
actions to achieve the WLAs. These plans will facilitate a comprehensive planning 
process, including coordination among co-permittees where necessary, on a 
watershed basis to identify the most effective watershed control measures and 
implementation strategies to achieve the WLAs.  
 
At a minimum, the Watershed Management Program Plan must include the following 
data and information relevant to the USEPA established TMDL: 
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i. Available data demonstrating the current quality of the MS4 discharge(s) in terms 
of concentration and/or load of the target pollutant(s) to the receiving waters 
subject to the TMDL; 

ii. A detailed time schedule of specific actions the Permittee will take in order to 
achieve the WLA(s); 

iii. A demonstration that the time schedule requested is as short as possible, taking 
into account the time since USEPA establishment of the TMDL, and 
technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, 
development, and implementation of the control measures that are necessary to 
comply with the WLA(s);  

a. For the Malibu Creek Nutrient TMDL established by USEPA in 2003, in no case 
shall the time schedule to achieve the final numeric WLAs exceed five years from 
the effective date of this Order; and 

iv. If the requested time schedule exceeds one year, the proposed schedule shall 
include interim requirements, including numeric milestones, and the date(s) for 
their achievement. 

 
Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA since 2010 must 
submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional Water 
Board Executive Officer for approval no later than one year after the effective date of 
this Order. 
 
Each Permittee subject to a WLA in a TMDL established by USEPA prior to 2010 
must submit a draft of a Watershed Management Program Plan to the Regional 
Water Board Executive Officer for approval no later than six months after the 
effective date of this Order..   
 
Based on the nature and timing of the proposed watershed control measures, the 
Regional Water Board will consider appropriate actions on its part, which may 
include: (1) no action and continued reliance on permit conditions that require 
implementation of the approved watershed control measures throughout the permit 
term; (2) adopting an implementation plan and corresponding schedule through the 
Basin Plan Amendment process and then incorporating water quality based effluent 
limitations and a compliance schedule into this Order consistent with the State-
adopted implementation plan; or (3) issuing a time schedule order to provide the 
necessary time to fully implement the watershed control measures to achieve the 
WLAs. 
 
If a Permittee chooses not to submit a Watershed Management Program Plan, or 
the plan is determined to be inadequate by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer and necessary revisions are not made within 90 days of written notification to 
the Permittee that that plan is inadequate, the Permittee will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the numeric WLAs immediately based on monitoring 
data collected under the MRP (Attachment E) for this Order.   
 
The Regional Water Board does not intend to take enforcement action against a 
Permittee for violations of specific WLAs and corresponding receiving water 
limitations for USEPA established TMDLs if a Permittee has developed and is 
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implementing an approved Watershed Management Program to achieve the WLAs 
in the USEPA TMDL and the associated receiving water limitations. 

 
E. Other Provisions 

1. Legal Authority 

Adequate legal authority is required to implement and enforce most parts of the 
Minimum Control Measures and all equivalent actions if implemented with a 
Watershed Management Program (See 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A through F) 
and 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv).  Without adequate legal authority the MS4 
would be unable to perform many vital functions such as performing inspections, 
requiring remedies, and requiring installation of control measures.  In addition, the 
Permittee would not be able to penalize and/or attain remediation costs from 
violators.   
 

2. Fiscal Resources 

The annual fiscal analysis will show the allocated resources, expenditures, and staff 
resources necessary to comply with the permit, and implement and enforce the 
Permittee’s Watershed Management Program (See 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(vi).  
The annual analysis is necessary to show that the Permittee has adequate 
resources to meet all Permit Requirements.  The analysis can also show year-to-
year changes in funding for the storm water program.  A summary of the annual 
analysis must be reported in the annual report.  This report will help the Permitting 
Authority understand the resources that are dedicated to compliance with this 
permit, and to implementation and enforcement of the Watershed Management 
Program, and track how this changes over time.  Furthermore, the inclusion of the 
requirement to perform a fiscal analysis annually is similar to requirements included 
in Order No. 01-182 permit as well as the current Ventura County MS4 permit.   

3. Responsibilities of the Permittees 

Because of the complexity and networking of the storm drain system and drainage 
facilities within and tributary to the LA MS4, the Regional Water Board adopted an 
area-wide approach in permitting storm water and urban runoff discharges.  Order 
No.  01-182 was structured as a single permit whereby individual Permittees were 
assigned uniform requirements and additional requirements were assigned to the 
Principal Permittee (Los Angeles County Flood Control District).  Because the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District does not own or control land where most 
pollutants originate, it is relieved as Principal Permittee.  This permit does not 
designate a principal Permittee and as such requires each Permittee to implement 
provisions as a separate entity.  Furthermore it does not hold a Permittee 
responsible for implementation of provisions applicable to other Permittees.   

Part VI.A.4.a requires inter and intra-agency coordination to facilitate implementation 
of this Order.  This requirement is based on 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) which 
requires “a comprehensive planning process which public participation and where 
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necessary intergovernmental coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to 
the maximum extent practicable […].” 

4. Reopener and Modification Provisions 

These provisions are based on 40 CFR sections 122.44, 122.62, 122.63, 122.64, 
124.5, 125.62, and 125.64, and are also consistent with Order No. 01-182.  The 
Regional Water Board may reopen the permit to modify permit conditions and 
requirements, as well as revoke, reissue, or terminate in accordance with federal 
regulations.  Causes for such actions include, but are not limited to, endangerment 
to human health or the environment; acquisition of newly-obtained information that 
would have justified the application of different conditions if known at the time of 
Order adoption; to incorporate provisions as a result of new federal or state laws,  
regulations, plans, or policies (including TMDLs and other Basin Plan amendments); 
modification in toxicity requirements; violation of any term or condition in this Order; 
and/or minor modifications to correct typographical errors or require more frequent 
monitoring or reporting by a Permittee. 

XIII. RATIONALE FOR MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

40 CFR section 122.48 requires that all NPDES permits specify requirements for 
recording and reporting monitoring results.  California Water Code sections 13267 and 
13383 authorizes the Regional Water Board to require technical and monitoring reports.  
The MRP (Attachment E of this Order) establishes monitoring and reporting 
requirements to implement federal and state requirements.  The following provides the 
rationale for the monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the MRP for this 
Order. 

A. Integrated Monitoring Plans 

1. Integrated Monitoring Program and Coordinated Integrated Monitoring 
Program 

As discussed in Part VI.B of this Fact Sheet, the purpose of the Watershed 
Management Programs is to provide a framework for Permittees to implement the 
requirements of this Order in an integrated and collaborative fashion and to address 
water quality priorities on a watershed scale.  Additionally, the Watershed 
Management Programs are to be designed to ensure that discharges from the Los 
Angeles County MS4: (i) achieve applicable water quality based effluent limitations 
that implement TMDLs, (ii) do not cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving 
water limitations, and (iii) for non-storm water discharges from the MS4, are not a 
source of pollutants to receiving waters.  This Order provides options for each 
Permittee to develop and implement an Integrated Monitoring Program (IMP), or 
alternatively, individual Permittee(s) may cooperate with other Permittees to develop 
a Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP).  Both the IMP and CIMP are 
intended to facilitate the effective and collaborative monitoring of receiving waters, 
storm water, and non-storm water discharges and to report the results of monitoring 
to the Regional Water Board.   
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The key requirements for Watershed Management Programs are included in Part 
VI.C of this Order.  The IMP and CIMP requirements within the MRP largely 
summarize the requirements and reinforce that, at a minimum, the IMP or CIMP 
must address all TMDL and Non-TMDL monitoring requirements of this Order, 
including receiving water monitoring, storm water outfall based monitoring, non-
storm water outfall based monitoring, and regional water monitoring studies. 
 
Both the IMP and CIMP approach provides opportunities to increase the cost 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Permittees monitoring program as monitoring can 
be designed, prioritized and implemented on a watershed basis.  The IMP/CIMP 
approach allows the Permittees to prioritize monitoring resources between 
watersheds based on TMDL Implementation and Monitoring Plan schedules, 
coordinate outfall based monitoring programs and implement regional studies.  Cost 
savings can also occur when Permittees coordinate their monitoring programs with 
other Permittees.   
 

B. TMDL Monitoring Plans 

Monitoring requirements established in TMDL Monitoring Plans, presented in Table E-1.  
Approved TMDL Monitoring Plans by Watershed Management Area, were approved by 
the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board prior to the effective date of this 
Order are incorporated into this Order by reference. 

C. Receiving Water Monitoring 

The purposes of receiving water monitoring are to measure the effects of storm water 
and non-storm water discharges from the MS4 to the receiving water, to identify water 
quality exceedances, to evaluate compliance with TMDL WLAs and receiving water 
limitations, and to evaluate whether water quality is improving, staying the same or 
declining.   
 
1. Receiving Water Monitoring Stations 
 
Receiving water monitoring is linked to outfall based monitoring in order to gauge the 
effects of MS4 discharges on receiving water.  Receiving water monitoring stations must 
be downstream of linked outfall monitoring stations.   
 
The IMP, CIMP or stand-alone receiving monitoring plan (in the case of jurisdictional 
monitoring) must include a map identifying proposed wet weather and dry-weather 
monitoring stations.  Receiving water monitoring stations may include historical mass 
emission stations, TMDL compliance monitoring stations, or other selected stations.  
The Permittee must describe how monitoring at the proposed locations will accurately 
characterize the effects of the discharges from the MS4 on the receiving water, and 
meet other stated objectives.  The plan must also state whether historical mass 
emission stations will continue to be monitored and describe the value of past receiving 
water monitoring data in performing trends analysis to assess whether water quality if 
improving, staying the same or declining.   
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2. Minimum Monitoring Requirements 
 
Receiving water is to be monitored during both dry and wet weather conditions to 
assess the impact of non-storm water and storm water discharges.  Wet weather and 
dry weather are defined in each watershed, consistent with the definitions in TMDLs 
approved within the watershed.  Monitoring is to commence within 6 hours of the 
commencement of linked outfall monitoring.  At a minimum, the parameters to be 
monitored and the monitoring frequency are the same as those required for the linked 
outfalls.   
 

D. Outfall Based Monitoring  

The MRP requires Permittees to conduct outfall monitoring, linked with receiving water 
monitoring, a study of Pyrethroids and their effects in receiving waters and 
bioassessment.  The MRP allows the Permittees flexibility to integrate the minimum 
requirements of this Order, applicable TMDL monitoring plans and other regional 
monitoring obligations into a single IMP or within a CIMP.   
 
Per Part VI.A.2 of this Order, the Permittee must establish a storm drain system map to 
aid in the development of the outfall monitoring plan and to assist the Regional Water 
Board in reviewing the logic and adequacy of the number and location of outfalls 
selected for monitoring.  The map must include the storm drain network, receiving 
waters, other surface waters that may impact hydrology, including dams and dry 
weather diversions.  In addition, the map must identify the location and identifying code 
for each major outfall within the Permittee’s jurisdiction.  The map must include overlays 
including jurisdictional boundaries, subwatershed boundaries and storm drain outfall 
catchment boundaries.  The map must distinguish between storm drain catchment 
drainage areas and subwatershed drainage areas, as these may differ.  In addition, the 
map must include overlays displaying land use, impervious area and effective 
impervious area (if available).  To the extent known, outfalls that convey significant non-
stormwater discharges (see Part I.F to this Fact Sheet), must also be identified on the 
map, and the map must be updated annually to include the total list of known outfalls 
conveying significant flow of non-storm water discharge.   
 

E. Storm Water Outfall Based Monitoring 

The purpose of the outfall monitoring plan is to characterize the storm water discharges 
from each Permittee’s drainages within each subwatershed.  Outfall based monitoring is 
also conducted to assess compliance with WQBELs.  Under an IMP approach, each 
Permittee must identify at least one outfall within each subwatershed (HUC 12) within its 
jurisdictional boundary to monitor storm water discharges.  The selected outfall(s) 
should receive drainage from an area representative of the land uses within the portion 
of its jurisdiction that drains to the subwatershed, and not be unduly influenced by storm 
water discharges from upstream jurisdictions or other NPDES discharges.  It is 
assumed that storm water runoff quality will be similar for similar land use areas, and 
therefore runoff from a representative area will provide sufficient characterization of the 
entire drainage area.  Factors that may impact storm water runoff quality include the 
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land use (industrial, residential, commercial) and the control measures that are applied.  
Factors that may impact storm water runoff volume include percent effective impervious 
cover (connected to the storm drain system), vegetation type, soil compaction and soil 
permeability.   
 
Storm water outfall monitoring is linked to receiving water monitoring (see above).  
Monitoring must be conducted at least three times per year during qualifying rain 
events, including the first rain event of the year and conducted approximately 
concurrently (within 6 hours) before the commencement of the downstream receiving 
water monitoring.   
 
Monitoring is conducted for pollutants of concern including all pollutants with assigned 
WQBELs.  Parameters to be monitored during wet weather include: flow, pollutants 
subject to a TMDL applicable to the receiving water, pollutants listed on the Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) list for the receiving water or a downstream receiving water.  
Flow is necessary to calculate pollutant loading.  Sampling requirements, including 
methods for collecting flow-weighted composite samples, are consistent with the 
Ventura County Monitoring program (Order No.  C17388).   
 
For water bodies listed on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list as being impaired due 
to sedimentation, siltation or turbidity, total suspended solids (TSS) and suspended 
sediment concentration (SSC) must be analyzed.  TSS is the parameter most often 
required in NPDES permits to measure suspended solids.  However, studies conducted 
by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) have found that the TSS procedure 
may not capture the full range of sediment particle sizes contributing to sediment 
impairments .  Therefore both TSS and SSC are required in this Order. 
 
For freshwater, the following field measurements are also required: hardness, pH, 
dissolved oxygen, temperature, and specific conductivity.  Hardness, pH and 
temperature are parameters impacting the effect of pollutants in freshwater (i.e., metals 
water quality standards are dependent on hardness, ammonia toxicity is dependent on 
pH and temperature.  Temperature and dissolved oxygen are interdependent and 
fundamental to supporting aquatic life beneficial uses.  Specific conductivity is a 
parameter important to assessing potential threats to MUN and freshwater aquatic life 
beneficial uses. 
 
Aquatic toxicity monitoring is required in the receiving water twice per year during wet 
weather conditions.  Aquatic toxicity is a direct measure of toxicity and integrates the 
effects of multiple synergistic effects of known and unidentified pollutants.  When 
samples are found to be toxic, a Toxicity Identification Evaluation must be performed in 
an attempt to identify the pollutants causing toxicity.  Aquatic toxicity is required to be 
monitored in the receiving water twice per year during wet-weather rather than three 
times per year due to the expense of the procedure.   
 
The monitoring data is to be accompanied by rainfall data and hydrographs, and a 
narrative description of the storm event, consistent with the requirements in the Ventura 
County MS4 (Monitoring Program—No.  CI 7388).  This information will allow the 

RB-AR4430



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-112 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

Permittee and the Regional Water Board staff to evaluate the effects of differing storm 
events in terms of storm water runoff volume and duration and in-stream effects. 
 

F. Non-Stormwater Outfall-Based Screening and Monitoring Program 

The non-storm water outfall screening and monitoring program is intended to build off of 
Permittees prior efforts under Order No.  01-182 to screen all outfalls within their MS4 to 
identify illicit connections and discharges.  Under this Order, the Permitttees will use the 
following step-wise method to assess non-storm water discharges. 

•••• Develop criteria or other means to ensure that all outfalls with significant non-storm 
water discharges are identified and assessed during the term of this Order.   

•••• For outfalls determined to have significant non-storm water flow, determine whether 
flows are the result of illicit connections/illicit discharges (IC/IDs), authorized or 
conditionally exempt non-storm water flows, or from unknown sources. 

•••• Refer information related to identified IC/IDs to the IC/ID Elimination Program (Part 
VI.D.9 of this Order) for appropriate action. 

•••• Based on existing screening or monitoring data or other institutional knowledge, 
assess the impact of non-storm water discharges (other than identified IC/IDs) on 
the receiving water. 

•••• Prioritize monitoring of outfalls considering the potential threat to the receiving water 
and applicable TMDL compliance schedules.   

•••• Conduct monitoring or assess existing monitoring data to determine the impact of 
non-storm water discharges on the receiving water.   

•••• Conduct monitoring or other investigations to identify the source of pollutants in non-
storm water discharges. 

•••• Use results of the screening process to evaluate the conditionally exempt non-storm 
water discharges identified in Part III.A.2 and III.A.3 in this Order and take 
appropriate actions pursuant to Part III.A.4.d of this Order for those discharges that 
have been found to be a source of pollutants.  Any future reclassification shall occur 
per the conditions in Parts III.A.2 or III.A.6 of this Order.   

 
The screening and monitoring program is intended to maximize the use of Permittee 
resources by integrating the screening and monitoring process into existing or planned 
IMP/CIMP efforts.  It is also intended to rely on the illicit discharge source investigation 
and elimination requirements in Part VI.D.9 of this Order and the MS4 Mapping 
requirements in Part VII.A of the MRP.   
 
The screening and source identification component of the program is used to identify 
the source(s) and point(s) of origin of the non-storm water discharge.  The Permittee is 
required to develop a source identification schedule based on the prioritized list of 
outfalls exhibiting significant non-storm water discharges.  The schedule shall ensure 
that source investigations are to be conducted for no less than 25% of the outfalls in the 
inventory within three years of the effective date of this Order and 100% of the outfalls 
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within 5 years of the effective date of this Order.  This will ensure that all outfalls with 
significant non-storm water discharges will be assessed within the term of this Order.   
 
Additional requirements have been included to require the Permittee to develop a map 
and database of all outfalls with known non-storm water discharges.  The database and 
map are to be updated throughout the term of this Order. If the source of the non-storm 
water discharge is determined to be an NPDES permitted discharge, a discharge 
subject to a Record of Decision approved by USEPA pursuant to section 121 of 
CERCLA, a conditionally exempt essential non-storm water discharge, or entirely 
comprised of natural flows as defined at Part III.A.d of this Order, the Permittee need 
only document the source and report to the Regional Water Board within 30 days of 
determination and in the next annual report.  Likewise, if the discharge is determined to 
originate in an upstream jurisdiction, the Permittee is to provide notice and all 
characterization data to the upstream jurisdiction within 30 days of determination.   
 
However, if the source is either unknown or a conditionally exempt non-essential non-
storm water discharge, each Permittee shall conduct monitoring required in Part IX.F of 
the MRP.  Special provisions are also provided if the discharge is found to result from 
multiple sources. 
 
The parameters to be monitored include flow rate, pollutants assigned a WQBEL or 
receiving water limitation to implement TMDL provisions for the respective receiving 
water, as identified in Attachments L - R of this Order, non-storm water action levels as 
identified in Attachment G of this Order, and CWA Section 303(d) listed pollutants for 
the respective receiving water.  Aquatic Toxicity required only when receiving water 
monitoring indicates aquatic toxicity.   
 
In an effort to provide flexibility and allow the Permittee to prioritize its monitoring efforts, 
the outfall based monitoring can be integrated within an IMP/CIMP.  For outfalls subject 
to a dry weather TMDL, monitoring frequency is established per the approved TMDL 
Monitoring Program. 
 
Unless specified in an approved IMP/CIMP, outfalls not subject to dry weather TMDLs 
must be monitored at least four times during the first year of monitoring.  Due to the 
expense, Aquatic Toxicity monitoring is only required twice per year.  The four times per 
year monitoring is reflective of the potential for high variability in the quality and volume 
of non-storm water discharges and duration as opposed to storm water discharges.   
 
Collected monitoring data is to be compared against applicable receiving water 
limitations, water quality based effluent limitations, non-storm water action levels, or 
exhibited Aquatic Toxicity as defined in the Parts XII.F and G of the MRP and all 
exceedances are to be reported in the Integrated Monitoring Compliance Report 
required in Part XIX.A.5 of the MRP.   
 
After the first year, monitoring for specific pollutants may be reduced to once per year, if 
the values reported in the first year do not exceed applicable non-storm water WQBELs, 
non-storm water action levels, or a water quality standard applicable to the receiving 
water.   
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After two years of monitoring, the Permittee may submit a written request to the 
Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board requesting to eliminate monitoring for 
specific pollutants based on an analysis demonstrating that there is no reasonable 
potential for the pollutant to exist in the discharge at a concentration exceeding 
applicable water quality standards. 
 
1. Dry Weather Screening Monitoring 

a. Background 

Clean Water Act section 402(p) regulates discharges from municipal separate 
storm sewer systems (MS4s).  Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) requires 
the Permittees  to effectively prohibit non-storm water from entering the MS4.   

Non-exempted, non-storm water discharges are to be effectively prohibited from 
entering the MS4 or become subject to another NPDES permit (55 Fed. Reg.  
47990, 47995 (Nov.16, 1990)).  Conveyances which continue to accept non-
exempt, non-storm water discharges do not meet the definition of MS4 and are 
not subject to Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B) unless the discharges are 
issued separate NPDES permits.  Instead, conveyances that continue to accept 
non-exempt, non-storm water discharges that do not have a separate NPDES 
permit are subject to sections 301 and 402 of the CWA (55 Fed.  Reg.  47990, 
48037 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 

In part, to implement these statutory provisions, Order No.  01-182 included non-
storm water discharge prohibitions.  Several categories of non-storm water 
discharges are specifically identified as authorized or conditionally exempt non-
storm water discharges, including: 

i. Discharges covered under an NPDES permit 

ii. Discharges authorized by USEPA under CERCLA 

iii. Discharges resulting from natural flows  

iv. Discharges from emergency fire fighting activity  

v. Some Categories of Discharges incidental to urban activities  

Further, as another mechanism to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges 
into the MS4, Order No.  01-182 also requires the Los Angeles County MS4 Co-
Permittees to implement an illicit connections and illicit discharges elimination 
program as part of their storm water management program pursuant to 40 CFR 
section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).   

Finally, Monitoring and Reporting Program CI 6948, a part of Order No.  01-182, 
required dry weather monitoring at the Mass Emissions Stations (MES) to 
estimate pollutant contributions and determine if the MS4 is contributing to 
exceedances of applicable water quality standards during dry weather.   
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b. Evaluation of Dry Weather Data 

40 CFR section 122.44(d)(1)(i) mandates that permits include effluent limitations 
for all pollutants that are or may be discharged at levels that have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs when 
necessary is intended to protect the designated uses of the receiving water as 
specified in the Basin Plan, and achieve applicable water quality objectives and 
criteria that are contained in the Basin Plan and other state plans and policies, or 
any applicable water quality criteria contained in the California Toxics Rule (CTR) 
and National Toxics Rule (NTR).   
 
In an effort to evaluate the Discharger’s program to effectively prohibit non-storm 
water discharges into the MS4, as well as to determine whether MS4 discharges 
are potentially contributing to exceedances of water quality standards, the 
Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) process was used as a screening tool.  In 
doing so, dry weather monitoring data submitted by the Discharger was 
evaluated to identify where non-storm water discharges may impact beneficial 
uses and where additional monitoring and/or investigations of non-storm water 
discharges should be focused. 
 
Order No.  01-182 and Monitoring and Reporting Program No.  6948 required the 
Discharger to implement core monitoring at seven mass emission stations: 
 

• Ballona Creek 

• Malibu Creek 

• Los Angeles River 
• San Gabriel River (representing the upper portion of the San Gabriel River 

Watershed Management Area) 
• Coyote Creek (representing the lower portion of the San Gabriel River 

Watershed Management Area) 
• Dominguez Channel 
• Santa Clara River 
 
In addition to wet weather monitoring requirements at each of the mass emission 
stations, a minimum of two dry weather samples were required each year.  
Monitoring was required for conventional pollutants (BOD, TSS, pH, fecal 
coliform, oil and grease), priority pollutants, and a variety of other 
nonconventional pollutants (e.g., nutrients, dissolved oxygen, 
salinity/conductivity).   
 
Dry weather monitoring data were compiled from Annual Stormwater Monitoring 
Reports submitted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for 
the period from 2005 to 2011 to reflect the most recent data.  The Annual 
Stormwater Monitoring Reports include the results for dry weather samples that 
were collected from 2005 to 2011 on 15 different dates.   
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For each monitored parameter, the most stringent applicable water quality 
objective/criterion was identified from the Basin Plan and the CTR at 
40 CFR section 131.38.  The following assumptions were made when conducting 
the analysis: 

 
• The mass emissions stations represented only freshwater segments.  

Accordingly, CTR criteria for the protection of freshwater aquatic life were 
selected for comparison to monitoring results.   

• For hardness-dependent metals, criteria were derived by using the lowest 
reported dry-weather hardness value for each mass emission station for the 
period of 2005 to 2011.   

• For screening purposes the criteria associated with the most protective 
beneficial use for any segment within the watershed was selected for 
comparison to monitoring results.   

• Basin Plan surface water quality objectives for minerals (i.e., total dissolved 
solids, sulfate, and chloride) apply to specific stream reaches within each 
watershed and are provided in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan.  Where no 
specific objectives are identified, footnote f to Table 3-8 provides guidelines 
for protection of various beneficial uses.  When guidelines were presented as 
a range, the most protective (low end of range) value was selected and 
applied according to beneficial uses in the watershed.   

• With the exception of bacteria, the water quality objectives used for the 
analysis are the most current in effect.  Since adoption of Order No.  01-182 
in 2001, some Basin Plan objectives and CTR criteria have been amended.  
As a result, the pollutants monitored under the MRP for Order No.  01-182 
may not necessarily reflect current objectives. 

• E coli bacteria was not required as part of the MRP to Order No.  01-182, thus 
screening for bacteria was based solely on fecal coliform.  Monitoring results 
for fecal coliform were compared to the Basin Plan fecal coliform objective in 
effect during the monitoring period.  The Basin Plan objective for bacteria was 
amended in December 2011 to omit fecal coliform as a fresh water objective.  
The existing numeric bacteria objective for freshwater is limited to E.  coli.  
The Basin Plan bacteria objectives are expressed as a single sample 
maximum and a geometric mean.  In this screening, limited data precluded 
calculation of geometric means, therefore, the geometric mean objective was 
treated as a “not-to-exceed” criterion for screening purposes.  The geometric 
mean objective for fecal coliform is 200/100 ml (the Basin Plan objective to 
protect primary contact recreation beneficial use (REC-1) uses in 
freshwaters). 

• Within a given watershed, where the Basin Plan designates a “Potential” 
beneficial use of MUN, drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) 
were not applied as the most stringent objectives.  Within a given watershed, 
where the Basin Plan designates “Potential” or “Intermittent” for beneficial 
uses other than MUN, the appropriate protective objectives were used for 
screening.  This is consistent with Basin Plan requirements and existing 
permitting procedures.   
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The maximum reported pollutant concentration was compared to the most 
stringent applicable water quality objective to determine if there was potential for 
receiving water concentrations to exceed water quality objectives.   
 
Table F-10 summarizes the results of the RPA analysis based on evaluation of 
the 15 sets of data for the period of 2005 to 2011 for each of the mass emission 
stations.  Generally, all priority pollutant organic parameters were reported as 
below detection levels at practical quantitation levels (PQLs) consistent with the 
minimum levels (MLs) listed in the SIP.  The most prevalent pollutants of concern 
among the mass emission stations include fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, 
mercury, chloride, sulfate, total dissolved solids, copper, and selenium.  Reported 
fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, copper, and selenium concentrations appear to 
consistently exceed objectives/criteria in all watersheds at relatively high levels.  
For watersheds where objectives apply for sulfate and total dissolved solids, the 
receiving water concentrations consistently exceeded the objectives.  The 
incidences where exceedances are indicated for mercury are largely due to 
analytical detection levels that were higher than the applicable criterion.   

 
Table F-10.   Summary of LA County Watersheds and Frequency of Receiving Water 

Exceeding Criteria - 2005 to 2011- Dry Season Data Analysis1 

Parameter 
Santa Clara 

River 
Los Angeles 

River 
Dominguez 

Channel 
Ballona Creek Malibu Creek 

San Gabriel River 

Upper Portion Lower Portion 

pH 0/15 7/15 5/15 3/15 0/15 1/14 2/15 

Total Coliform 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective) 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Fecal Coliform 4/15 4/15 10/15 13/15 6/15 11/14 13/15 

Enterococcus 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Chloride 15/15 15/15 No Objective 0/15 0/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Oxygen 1/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 √1/14 0/15 

Nitrate-N 0/15 0/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 7/14 No Objective 

Nitrite-N 0/15 3/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/15 No Objective 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

4/15 0/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/14 No Objective 

Sulfate 15/15 15/15 No Objective No Objective 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Dissolved Solids 15/15 15/15 No Objective No Objective 13/15 14/14 15/15 

Turbidity2 0/15 2/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 0/15 0/15 

Cyanide 11/15 14/15 4/15 15/15 3/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Aluminum 1/15 2/15 No Objective No Objective 0/15 1/14 No Objective 

Dissolved Copper 0/15 0/15 5/15 0/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Copper 1/15 6/15 11/15 3/15 0/15 13/14 2/15 

Dissolved Lead 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Total Lead 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Mercury 1515 14/15 14/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Mercury 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 14/14 

Total Nickel 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Dissolved Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Total Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Dissolved Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 7/10 0/15 

Total Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/1) 0/15 0/15 10/10 0/15 
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1.
 Frequency of exceedance is denoted as number of exceedances/number of dry weather samples evaluated.  For 

example, “2/15” indicates 2 of the 15 samples had analytical results that exceeded the water quality objective for a given 
parameter. 

2.
 The Basin Plan objective for turbidity for the protection of MUN is the secondary MCL of 5 NTU.  The Basin Plan contains 

additional turbidity objectives expressed as incremental changes over natural conditions.  Since inadequate data were 
available to assess criteria expressed as incremental changes, only the MCL was considered in the analysis. 

c. Requirements for Controlling Non-Storm Water Discharges 

The USEPA’s approach for non-storm water discharges from MS4s is to regulate 
these discharges under the existing CWA section 402 NPDES framework for 
discharges to surface waters.  The NPDES program (40 CFR section 122.44(d)) 
utilizes discharge prohibitions and effluent limitations as regulatory mechanisms 
to regulate non-storm water discharges, including the use of technology- and 
water quality-based effluent limitations.  Non-numerical controls, such as BMPs 
for non-storm water discharges may only be authorized where numerical effluent 
limitations are infeasible. 
 
As described in Table F-10 above, there were a number of pollutants for which it 
was determined that receiving water concentrations at the mass emission 
stations indicate possible exceedances of water quality standards within the 
watershed.  However, for waterbody-pollutant combinations not subject to a 
TMDL, there is uncertainty regarding whether exceedances occurred within 
specific segments where standards apply; the extent to which non-storm water 
discharges from the MS4 have caused or contributed to any exceedances; and 
whether the exceedances are attributable to any one or more specific MS4 
outfalls within the watershed management area.   
 
Given the need for additional data on non-stormwater discharges from the MS4 
where a TMDL has not been developed, USEPA and the State have used action 
levels as a means to gauge potential impact to water quality and to identify the 
potential need for additional controls for non-stormwater discharges in the future.  
If these action levels are exceeded, then additional requirements (e.g., numeric 
effluent limitations, increased monitoring, special studies, additional BMPs) are 
typically used to address the potential impacts.  In this case, non-storm water 
action levels are applicable to non-storm water discharges from that MS4 outfall.  
Non-storm water discharges from the MS4 are those which occur during dry 
weather conditions.  These action levels are not applied to storm water 
discharges, as defined within this Order.  Storm water discharges regulated by 
this Order are required to meet the MEP standard and other provisions 
determined necessary by the State to control pollutants and have separate 
requirements under this Order.   
 
The use of action levels in this Order does not restrict the Regional Water Boards 
ability to modify this Order in accordance with 40 CFR section 122.62 to include 
numeric effluent limitations should monitoring data indicate that controls beyond 
action levels are necessary to ensure that non-storm water discharges do not 
cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards. 
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i. Approach for Deriving Action Levels 

Where exceedances are indicated in Table F-10 and where a TMDL has not 
been developed, action levels are applied as a screening tool to indicate 
where non-storm water discharges, including exempted flows and illicit 
connections may be causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality 
objectives.  Action levels in this Order are based upon numeric or narrative 
water quality objectives and criteria as defined in the Basin Plan, the Water 
Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan), and the 
CTR. 

(1) Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries 

Priority Pollutants Subject to the CTR 

Priority pollutant water quality criteria in the CTR are applicable to all 
inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries.  The CTR contains 
both saltwater and freshwater criteria.  Because a distinct separation 
generally does not exist between freshwater and saltwater aquatic 
communities, the following apply, in accordance with Section 131.38(c)(3): 
 
• For waters in which the salinity is equal to or less than 1 part per 

thousand (ppt), the freshwater criteria apply. 
• For waters in which the salinity is greater than 10 ppt 95 percent or 

more of the time, the saltwater criteria apply.   
• For waters in which the salinity is between 1 ppt and 10 ppt, the more 

stringent of the freshwater or saltwater criteria apply. 
 
For continuous discharges, 40 CFR section 122.45(d)(1) specifies daily 
maximum and average monthly effluent limitations.  Because of the 
uncertainty regarding the frequency of occurrence and duration of non-
storm water discharges through the MS4, average monthly action levels 
(AMALs) and maximum daily action levels (MDALs) were calculated 
following the procedure based on the steady-state model, available in 
Section 1.4 of the SIP.  The SIP procedures were used to calculate action 
levels for CTR priority pollutants and other constituents for which the 
Basin Plan contains numeric objectives. 
 
Since many of the streams in the Region have minimal upstream flows, 
mixing zones and dilution credits are usually not appropriate.  Therefore, 
in this Order, no dilution credit is being allowed.   
 
40 CFR section 122.45(c) requires that effluent limitations for metals be 
expressed as total recoverable concentration; therefore it is appropriate to 
include action levels also as a total recoverable concentration.  The SIP 
requires that if it is necessary to express a dissolved metal value as a total 
recoverable and a site-specific translator has not yet been developed, the 
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Regional Water Board shall use the applicable conversion factor 
contained in the 40 CFR section 131.38.   
 
Using nickel as an example, and assuming application of saltwater criteria 
(e.g., a situation where an MS4 outfall discharges to an estuary), the 
following demonstrates how action levels were established for this Order.  
The tables in Attachment H provide the action levels for each watershed 
management area addressed by this Order using the process described 
below. 
 
The process for developing these limits is in accordance with Section 1.4 
of the SIP.  Two sets of AMAL and MDAL values are calculated 
separately, one set for the protection of aquatic life and the other for the 
protection of human health (consumption of organisms only).  The AMALs 
and MDALs for aquatic life and human health are compared, and the most 
restrictive AMAL and the most restrictive MDAL are selected as the action 
level.   
 
Step 1: For each constituent requiring an action level, identify the 
applicable water quality criteria or objective.  For each criterion, determine 
the effluent concentration allowance (ECA) using the following steady 
state mass balance equation: 

 
ECA = C + D(C-B) when C > B, and 
ECA = C when C ≤ B, 
 
Where: 
 

 C =  The priority pollutant criterion/objective, adjusted if 
necessary for hardness, pH and translators (criteria for 
saltwater are independent of hardness and pH). 

 D =  The dilution credit, and 
   B = The ambient background concentration 

 
As discussed above, for this Order, dilution was not allowed; therefore: 
 

ECA = C 
 

For nickel the applicable ECAs are: 

ECAacute = 75 µg/L 
 
ECAchronic=  8.3 µg/L 
 

Step 2: For each ECA based on aquatic life criterion/objective, determine 
the long-term average discharge condition (LTA) by multiplying the ECA 
by a factor (multiplier).  The multiplier is a statistically based factor that 
adjusts the ECA to account for effluent variability.  The value of the 
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multiplier varies depending on the coefficient of variation (CV) of the data 
set and whether it is an acute or chronic criterion/objective.  Table 1 of 
the SIP provides pre-calculated values for the multipliers based on the 
value of the CV.  Equations to develop the multipliers in place of using 
values in the tables are provided in Section 1.4, Step 3 of the SIP and will 
not be repeated here. 

 
LTAacute = ECAacute x Multiplieracute 99 

 
LTAchronic= ECAchronic x Multiplierchronic 99 

 
The CV for the data set must be determined before the multipliers can be 
selected and will vary depending on the number of samples and the 
standard deviation of a data set.  If the data set is less than 10 samples, or 
at least 80% of the samples in the data set are reported as non-detect, the 
CV shall be set equal to 0.6.  For nickel, a CV of 0.6 was assumed. 

For nickel, the following data were used to develop the acute and chronic 
LTA using equations provided in Section 1.4, Step 3 of the SIP (Table 1 of 
the SIP also provides this data up to three decimals): 

CV ECA Multiplieracute ECA Multiplierchronic 
0.6 0.32 0.53 

 
LTAacute = 75 µg/L x 0.32 = 24 µg/L 
 
LTAchronic = 8.3 µg/L x 0.53 = 4.4 µg/L 
 
Step 3: Select the most limiting (lowest) of the LTA. 
 
LTA = most limiting of LTAacute or LTAchronic 

 
For nickel, the most limiting LTA was the LTAchronic 

LTAnickel= LTAchronic = 4.4 µg/L 

 
Step 4: Calculate the action levels by multiplying the LTA by a factor 
(multiplier).  Action levels are expressed as AMAL and MDAL.  The 
multiplier is a statistically based factor that adjusts the LTA for the 
averaging periods and exceedance frequencies of the criteria/objectives 
and the action levels.  The value of the multiplier varies depending on the 
probability basis, the CV of the data set, the number of samples (for 
AMAL) and whether it is a monthly or daily limit.  Table 2 of the SIP 
provides pre-calculated values for the multipliers based on the value of the 
CV and the number of samples.  Equations to develop the multipliers in 
place of using values in the tables are provided in Section 1.4, Step 5 of 
the SIP and will not be repeated here. 
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AMALaquatic life = LTA x AMALmultiplier 95 
 
MDALaquatic life = LTA x MDALmultiplier 99 
 
AMAL multipliers are based on a 95th percentile occurrence probability, 
and the MDAL multipliers are based on the 99th percentile occurrence 
probability.  If the number of samples is less than four (4), the default 
number of samples to be used is four (4). 
 
For nickel, the following data were used to develop the AMAL and MDAL 
for action levels using equations provided in Section 1.4, Step 5 of the SIP 
(Table 2 of the SIP also provides this data up to two decimals): 
 

No.  of 
Samples Per 

Month 
CV MultiplierMDAL 99 MultiplierAMAL 95 

4 0.6 3.11 1.55 

 
Therefore: 

 
AMAL = 4.4 µg/L x 1.55 = 6.8 µg/L 
 
MDAL= 4.4 µg/L x 3.11 = 14 µg/L 
 

 
Step 5:  For the ECA based on human health, set the AMAL equal to the 
ECAhuman health 

AMALhuman health = ECAhuman health 
 

For nickel:  
 

AMALhuman health = 4,600 µg/L 
 

Step 6: Calculate the MDAL for human health by multiplying the AMAL by 
the ratio of the MultiplierMDAL to the MultiplierAMAL.  Table 2 of the SIP 
provides pre-calculated ratios to be used in this calculation based on the 
CV and the number of samples. 

MDALhuman health = AMALhuman health  x (MultiplierMDAL / MultiplierAMAL) 
 

For nickel, the following data were used to develop the MDALhuman health: 
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No.  of 
Samples Per 

Month 
CV MultiplierMDAL 99 MultiplierAMAL 95 Ratio 

4 0.6 3.11 1.55 2.0 

 

For nickel: 
 

MDALhuman health= 4,600 µg/L x 2 = 9,200 µg/L 

Step 7: Select the lower of the AMAL and MDAL based on aquatic life and 
human health as the non-storm water action level for this Order. 

AMALaquatic life MDALaquatic life AMALhuman health MDALhuman health 
6.8 14 4,600 9,200 

 
For nickel, the lowest (most restrictive) levels are based on aquatic toxicity 
and serve as the basis for non-storm water action levels included in this 
Order.   

Basin Plan Requirements for Other Pollutants  

A number of pollutants were identified that exceed applicable Basin Plan 
objectives.  These objectives however, are not amenable to the SIP 
process for developing action levels.   
 
Resolution No.  01-018, Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Los Angeles Region to Update the Bacteria Objectives for Water 
Bodies Designated for Water Contact Recreation, adopted by the 
Regional Water Board on October 25, 2001, served as the basis for the 
action levels for bacteria.  Subsequently, the Basin Plan was amended 
through Order No.  R10-005 (effective on December 5, 2011) to remove 
the freshwater fecal coliform numeric objective while retaining the 
freshwater objective for E.  coli.  The dry-weather evaluation conducted for 
fecal coliform indicates of a need for a bacteria action level.  Since the 
Basin Plan no longer contains freshwater objectives for fecal coliform, 
action levels have been developed for E.  coli in freshwater.  The current 
bacteria objectives (saltwater and freshwater) are applied directly to the 
MS4 outfalls discharging to freshwaters to serve as action levels.   
 
The Basin Plan, in Tables 3-5 through 3-7, include chemical constituents 
objectives based on the incorporation of Title 22, Drinking Water 
Standards, by reference, to protect the surface water MUN beneficial use.  
The Basin Plan in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 also includes mineral quality 
objectives that apply to specific watersheds and stream reaches and 
where indicated by the beneficial use of ground water recharge (GWR).  
These objectives contained in the Basin Plan are listed as not-to-exceed 
values.  Consistent with the approach used by the Regional Water Board 
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in other Orders for dry weather discharges, these not-to-exceed values will 
be applied as AMALs in this Order. 

(2) Discharges to the Surf Zone 

From the Table B water quality objectives of the Ocean Plan, action levels 
are calculated according to Equation 1 of the Ocean Plan for all pollutants: 

Ce = Co + Dm(Co-Cs) 

Where: 

Ce = the Action Level (µg/L) 
Co = the water quality objective to be met at the completion of initial 

dilution (µg/L) 
Cs = background seawater concentration (µg/L)  
Dm = minimum probable initial dilution expressed as parts seawater 

per part wastewater 

The Dm is based on observed waste flow characteristics, receiving water 
density structure, and the assumption that no currents of sufficient 
strength to influence the initial dilution process flow across the discharge 
structure.  Initial dilution is the process that results in the rapid and 
irreversible turbulent mixing of wastewater with ocean water around the 
point of discharge.  It is conservatively assumed that when non-storm 
water discharges to the surf zone occur, that conditions are such that no 
rapid mixing would occur.  Therefore, an initial dilution is not allowed and 
the formula above reduces to: 

Ce = Co  
 

The following demonstrates how the action levels for copper are 
established.   

 
Copper 
 Ce = 3 µg/L (6-Month Median) 
 Ce = 12 µg/L (Daily Maximum) 
 Ce = 30 µg/L (Instantaneous Maximum) 

 
ii. Applicability of Action Levels 

The action levels included in this Order apply to pollutants in non-storm water 
discharges from the MS4 to receiving waters that are not already subject to 
WQBELs to implement TMDL wasteload allocations applicable during dry 
weather. 
 
This Order requires outfall-based monitoring throughout each Watershed 
Management Area, including monitoring during dry weather.  The dry weather 
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monitoring data will be evaluated by the Permittee(s) in comparison to all 
applicable action levels.   

 
iii. Requirements When Action Levels are Exceeded 

When monitoring data indicates an action level is exceeded for one or more 
pollutants, then the Permittee will be required to implement actions to identify 
the source of the non-storm water discharge, and depending on the identified 
source, implement an appropriate response.  With respect to action levels, 
the Permittee will have identified appropriate procedures within the 
Watershed Management Program (Part VI.C) and the Illicit Connection and 
Illicit Discharge Elimination Program (Part VI.D.9). 

 
G. New Development/Re-Development Effectiveness Monitoring 

This Order requires the use of Low Impact Development (LID) designs to reduce storm 
water runoff (and pollutant discharges) from new development or re-development 
projects.  In areas that drain to water bodies that have been armored or are not natural 
drainages, the goal of this requirement is to protect water quality by retaining on-site the 
storm water runoff from the 85th percentile storm event.  This is the design storm used 
throughout most of California for water quality protection.  If it is not technically feasible 
due to site constraints (e.g., close proximity to a drinking water supply, slope instability) 
or if instead the project proponent is proposing to supplement a groundwater 
replenishment project, the project proponent may provide treatment BMPs to reduce 
pollutant loading in storm water runoff from the project site.  Flow through treatment 
BMPs are less effective in reducing pollutant loadings than on-site retention for the 
design storm.  Therefore the project proponent must mitigate the impacts further by 
providing for LID designs at retrofit projects or other off-site locations within the same 
subwatershed.  The effectiveness monitoring is designed to assess and track whether 
post construction operation of the LID designs are effective in retaining the design storm 
runoff volume.   
 
For projects located in natural drainages, the goal of the LID design is to retain the pre-
development hydrology, unless a water body is not susceptible to hydromodification 
effects (e.g., estuaries or the ocean).  Smaller projects that will disturb less than 50 
acres of land are presumed to meet the criteria if the project retains the storm water 
runoff from the 95th percentile storm.  The effectiveness monitoring in this situation 
should be design to confirm that storm water runoff is not occurring for any storm at or 
less than the 95th percentile storm.  Projects may also demonstrate compliance by 
showing that the erosion potential will be approximately 1 as described in Attachment J 
of this Order.  For larger projects, the project proponent may be required to conduct 
modeling to demonstrate compliance by comparing the hydrographs of a two-year storm 
for the pre-development and post-development conditions, or by comparing the flow 
duration curves for a reference watershed and the post project condition.  Flow 
monitoring will be required to substantiate the simulated hydrographs or flow duration 
curves. 
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H. Regional Studies 

1. Pyrethroid Insecticides Study Requirements 

In addition to routine monitoring, this Order requires the Permittees to conduct 
regional studies of Pyrethroid toxicity1 in receiving waters as Pyrethroid toxicity has 
become an emerging issue in urban drainages.  The Pyrethroid Toxicity monitoring 
program required in this Order is based on the Ventura County MS4 Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan.   

The results of the receiving water monitoring, Pyrethroid Study and bioassessment 
surveys may be used in to optimize Watershed Management Program actions, as 
described in Part VI.C. of this Order (Watershed Management Programs). 

2. Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition Watershed Monitoring 
Program 

Also, as a condition to this Order, Permittees must participate in the bioassessment 
studies conducted under the Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition 
Watershed Monitoring Program.  Bioassessment provides a direct measure of 
whether aquatic life beneficial uses are fully supported and integrates the effects of 
multiple factors including pollutant discharges, changes in hydrology, 
geomorphology, and riparian buffers.   

I. Aquatic Toxicity Monitoring Methods 

Based on the stated goals of the CWA, the USEPA and individual states implement 
three approaches to monitoring water quality. These approaches include chemical-
specific monitoring, toxicity testing, and bioassessments (USEPA 1991a).  Each of the 
three approaches has distinct advantages and all three work together to ensure that the 
physical, chemical and biological integrity of our waters are protected.  Water quality 
objectives have been developed for only a limited universe of chemicals. For mixtures of 
chemicals with unknown interactions or for chemicals having no chemical-specific 
objectives, the sole use of chemical-specific objectives to safeguard aquatic resources 
would not ensure adequate protection. Aquatic life in southern California coastal 
watersheds are often exposed to nearly 100% effluent from wastewater treatment 
plants, urban runoff, or storm water; therefore, toxicity testing and bioassessments are 
also critical components for monitoring programs as they offer a more direct and 
thorough confirmation of biological impacts.  The primary advantage of using the toxicity 
testing approach is that this tool can be used to assess toxic effects (acute and chronic) 
of all the chemicals in aqueous samples of effluent, receiving water, or storm water. 
This allows the cumulative effect of the aqueous mixture to be evaluated, rather than 

                                            
1
 Weston et al.  2006.  Pyrethroid Pesticide Insecticides and Sediment Toxicity in Urban Creeks from California and 

Tennessee.  Environ.  Sci.  Technol.  2006.  40, 1700-1706. 
  
Holmes et al.  2008.  Statewide Investigation of the Role of Pyrethroid Pesticides in Sediment Toxicity in California's Urban 
Waterways.  Environ.  Sci.  Tehcnol.2008.  7003-7009. 
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the toxic responses to individual chemicals (USEPA, EPA Regions 8, 9, and 10 Toxicity 
Training Tool, January 2010).  

Based on available data from the LA County MS4 Permit Annual Monitoring Reports, 
samples collected at mass emissions stations during both wet weather and dry weather 
have been found to be toxic in the San Gabriel River, Coyote Creek, the Los Angeles 
River, Dominguez Channel, Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, and the Santa Clara River, 
demonstrating the need for this toxicity monitoring requirement (see Table below). 

Summary of Toxicity by Watershed 

Source and 

Season 

San 

Gabriel 

River 

Coyote Creek 
Los Angeles 

River 

Dominguez 

Channel 

Ballona 

Creek 

Malibu 

Creek 

Santa 

Clara 

River 

Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report (1994-2005) 

Wet 

Weather - 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF CDS, SUF 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF CDR, SUF CDR CDS 

Dry 

Weather - SUF SUF SUF SUF - - 

Annual Monitoring Reports (2005-2010) 

Wet Weather 

2005-06 - - SUF 

CDS, CDR, 

SUF SUF - - 

2006-07 SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF SUF 

2007-08 SUF - - SUF - CDS,CDR,SUF SUF 

2008-09 - SUF SUF - SUF CDS,CDR,SUF - 

2009-10 - - - - - - - 

Dry Weather 

2005-06 - - - - - CDS,CDR - 

2006-07 - - - - SUF - - 

2007-08 - - CDS,CDR - SUF - - 

2008-09 - - SUF - - - - 

2009-10 - - - - - - - 

Notes: 

     CDS= Ceriodaphnia survival toxicity   

SUF= Sea Urchin fertilization toxicity 

   CDR= Ceriodaphnia reproduction 

toxicity 

 

This Order requires Permittee(s) to conduct acute toxicity tests (96-hour static renewal 
toxicity tests) on water samples, by methods specified in 40 CFR Part 136 which cites 
USEPA’s Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters 
to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, Fifth Edition, October 2002, USEPA, Office of 
Water, Washington D.C. (EPA/821/R-02/012) or a more recent edition. 

RB-AR4446



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-128 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

In the selection of test species, USEPA recommends the use of species from 
ecologically diverse taxa. The recommendation is to screen an effluent with at least 
three species (a fish, an invertebrate, and a plant) for chronic testing and two species (a 
fish and an invertebrate) for acute testing. This recommendation is based upon the fact 
that there are species sensitivity differences among different groups of organisms to 
different toxicants (USEPA, EPA Regions 8, 9, and 10 Toxicity Training Tool, January 
2010). 

For freshwater, this Order requires the Permittee(s) to conduct the chronic toxicity test 
in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms Fourth Edition, October 2002, 
(EPA/821/R-02/013), or a more recent edition.  

For brackish water, this Order requires the Permittee(s) to conduct the chronic toxicity 
test in accordance with USEPA’s Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine 
Organisms, First Edition, August 1995, (EPA/600/R-95/136), or Short Term Methods for 
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Marine and 
Estuarine Organisms, Third Edition, October 2002, (EPA/821-R-02-014), or a more 
recent edition.   

This Order proposes the use of 3 organisms for chronic toxicity testing, but for acute 
testing, where the fish species is found to be the most sensitive of the two species 
tested, only fish (2 species) will be used for acute testing in cases where 2 fish species, 
tolerant of different salinities) are required based on the expected salinity of the 
receiving water.  In cases where only one fish species is needed, both the fish and 
invertebrate test will be performed.  In cases where the invertebrate is the most 
sensitive species, both the invertebrate and fish tests will be required.  Rescreening of 
the test species is required to verify the most sensitive test species are being used. 

Furthermore, the toxicity component of the Monitoring Program includes toxicity 
identification procedures so that pollutants that are causing or contributing to acute or 
chronic effects in aquatic life exposed to these waters can be identified and others can 
be discounted.  Once these constituents are identified, the first phase of a Toxicity 
Reduction Plan (TRE) is to conduct a Toxicity Identification Plan (TIE).  TIEs are 
needed to identify the culprit constituents to be used to prioritize management actions. 

In this Order, Permittee(s) are required to prepare and submit a copy of the 
Permittee(s)’s initial investigation TRE workplan to the Executive Officer of the Regional 
Water Board for approval. The Permittee(s) shall use USEPA manuals 
EPA/600/2-88/070 (industrial) or EPA/833B-99/002 (municipal) as guidance.  This 
workplan shall describe the steps the Permittee(s) intends to follow if toxicity is 
detected, and shall include, at a minimum: 

•••• A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that will be used to 
identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and MCM 
and/or BMP efficiency. 
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•••• A description of the Permittee(s) methods for minimizing the toxicity of storm 
water and non-storm water discharges. 

•••• If a TIE is necessary, an indication of the person who would conduct the TIEs 
(i.e., an in-house expert or an outside contractor). 

TRE development and implementation is directly tied to the integrated monitoring 
programs and watershed management program, to ensure that management actions 
and follow-up monitoring are implemented when problems are identified.  Permittees 
are encouraged to coordinate TREs with concurrent TMDLs where overlap exists.  If a 
TMDL is being developed or implemented for an identified toxic pollutant, much of the 
work necessary to meet the objectives of a TRE may already be underway, and 
information and implementation measures should be shared.    

Overall, the toxicity monitoring program will assess the impact of storm water and non-
storm water discharges on the overall quality of aquatic fauna and flora and implement 
measures to ensure that those impacts are eliminated or reduced.  As stated previously, 
chemical monitoring does not necessarily reveal the totality of impacts of storm water on 
aquatic life and habitat-related beneficial uses of water bodies.  Therefore, toxicity 
requirements are a necessary component of the MS4 monitoring program. 

J. Special Studies 

Requirements to conduct special studies as described in TMDL Implementation Plans 
that were approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board prior to the 
effective date of this Order are incorporated into this Order by reference. 

K. Annual Reporting 

The Annual Reporting requirement was also required in Order No. 01-182 and provides 
summary information to the Regional Water Board on each Permittee’s participation in 
one or more Watershed Management Programs; the impact of each Permittee(s) storm 
water and non-storm water discharges on the receiving water; each Permittee’s 
compliance with receiving water limitations, numeric water quality based effluent 
limitations, and non-storm water action levels; and the effectiveness of each 
Permittee(s) control measures in reducing discharges of pollutants from the MS4 to 
receiving waters.  In addition the Annual Report allows the Regional Water Board to 
assess whether the quality of MS4 discharges and the health of receiving waters is 
improving, staying the same, or declining as a result watershed management program 
efforts, and/or TMDL implementation measures, or other Control Measures and whether 
changes in water quality can be attributed to pollutant controls imposed on new 
development, re-development, or retrofit projects.  The Annual Report provides the 
Permittee(s) a forum to discuss the effectiveness of its past and ongoing control 
measure efforts and to convey its plans for future control measures as well as a way to 
present data and conclusions in a transparent manner so as to allow review and 
understanding by the general public.  Overall the Annual Report allows Permittee’s to 
focus reporting efforts on watershed condition, water quality assessment, and an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures. 
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L. Watershed Summary Information, Organization and Content 

As a means to establish a baseline and then identify changes or trends, for each 
watershed, each Permittee shall provide the information on its watershed management 
area, subwatershed area, and drainage areas within the subwatershed area in its odd 
year Annual Report (e.g., Year 1, 3, 5).  The requested information should be provided 
for each watershed within the Permittee’s jurisdiction.  Alternatively, permittees 
participating in a Watershed Management Program may provide the requested 
information through the development and submission of a Watershed Management 
Program report or within a TMDL Implementation Plan Annual Report.  However, in 
either case, the Permittee shall bear responsibility for the completeness and accuracy of 
the referenced information.  This reporting requirement helps to ensure that both the 
Permittee and the Regional Water Board have up to date information on the status of 
each of their watersheds and subwatersheds. 

M. Jurisdictional Assessment and Reporting 

The requested information shall be provided for each watershed within the Permittee’s 
jurisdiction.  Annual Reports submitted on behalf of a group of Watershed Permittees 
shall clearly identify all data collected and strategies, control measures, and 
assessments implemented by each Permittee within its jurisdiction as well as those 
implemented by multiple Permittees on a watershed scale.  Permittees must provide 
information on storm water control measures, an effectiveness assessment of storm 
water control measures, information on non-storm water control measures, an 
effectiveness assessment of non-storm water control measures, an integrated 
monitoring compliance report, information on adaptive management strategies, and 
supporting data and information.  The addition of this reporting requirement serves as a 
mechanism to evaluate and ensure the protection of receiving water quality on a 
watershed scale.   
 

N. TMDL Reporting 

Reporting requirements included in this Order and Attachment E (MRP) were 
established during the TMDL development process for each individual TMDL.  These 
reporting requirements have incorporated into this Order to implement TMDL 
requirements.   

 
XIV. SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The California Supreme Court has ruled that although California Water Code section 13263 
requires the Water Boards to consider the factors set forth in California Water Code section 
13241 when issuing an NPDES permit, the Water Boards may not consider the factors to 
justify imposing pollutant restriction that are less stringent than the applicable federal 
requlations require. (City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 
Cal.4th 613, 618, 627). However, when the pollutant restrictions in an NPDES permit are 
more stringent than federal law requires, California Water Code section 13263 requires that 
the Water Boards consider the factors described in section 13241 as they apply to those 
specific restrictions.  
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The Regional Water Board finds that the requirements in this Order are not more stringent 
than the minimum federal requirements. Among other requirements, federal law requires 
MS4 permits to include requirements to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into 
the storm sewers, in addition to requiring controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants in 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable and other provisions that the agency 
determines are necessary for the control of pollutants in MS4 discharges. The requirements 
in this Order may be more specific or detailed than those enumerated in federal regulations 
under 40 CFR § 122.26 or in USEPA guidance. However, the requirements have been 
designed to be consistent with and within the federal statutory mandates described in 
Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) and (iii) and the related federal regulations and 
guidance. Consistent with federal law, all of the conditions in this Order could have been 
included in a permit adopted by USEPA in the absence of the in lieu authority of California 
to issue NPDES permits. Moreover, the inclusion of numeric WQBELs in this Order does 
not cause the permit to be more stringent than current federal law. Federal law authorizes 
both narrative and numeric effluent limitations to meet state water quality standards. The 
inclusion of WQBELs as discharge specifications in an NPDES permit in order to achieve 
compliance with water quality standards is not a more stringent requirement than the 
inclusion of BMP based permit limitations to achieve water quality standards. (State Water 
Board Order No. WQ 2006-0012 (Boeing).) Therefore, a 13241 analysis is not required for 
permit requirements that implement the effective prohibition on the discharge of non-storm 
water discharges into the MS4, or for controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm 
water to the maximum extent practicable, or other provisions that the Regional Water Board 
has determined appropriate to control such pollutants, as those requirements are mandated 
by federal law.. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Water Board has developed an economic analysis 
of this Order, consistent with California Water Code section 13241. That analysis is 
provided below. The Regional Water Board has considered all of the evidence that has 
been presented regarding the 13241 factors in adopting this Order. The Regional Water 
Board finds that the requirements in this Order are reasonably necessary to protect 
beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan, and the econimic information related to costs of 
compliance and other section 13241 factors are not sufficient to justify failing to protect 
those beneficial uses. Where appropriate, the Regional Water Board has provided 
Permittees with additional time to implement control measures to achieve final WQBELs 
and/or water quality standards.  
 
A. Past, present and probable future beneficial uses of water.  
 
Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan identifies designated beneficial uses for water bodies in the 
Los Angeles Region, which are the receiving waters for MS4 discharges.  Beneficial uses 
are also identified in the findings of this Order and further discussed relative to TMDLs in 
section VI.D of this Fact Sheet. 
 
B. Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under consideration, 
including the quality of water available thereto.  
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Environmental characteristics of each of the Watershed Management Areas covered by 
this Order, including the quality of water, are discussed in the Region's Watershed 
Management Initiative Chapter as well as available in State of the Watershed reports and 
the State’s CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired waters.  
 

� Santa Clara River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/santa_
clara_river_watershed/santa_clara_river_watershed.doc 

� Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/santa_
monica_bayWMA/santa_monica_bayWMA.doc 

� Dominguez Channel Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/domin
guez_channelWMA/dominguez_channelWMA.doc 

� Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/los_an
geles_river_watershed/los_angeles_river_watershed.doc 

� San Gabriel River Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/san_g
abriel_river_watershed/san_gabriel_river_watershed.doc 

� Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/wmi/los_ce
rritos_channelWMA/los_cerritos_channelWMA.doc 

� Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Management Area 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/wmi/index.shtml  
http://www.sawpa.org/watershedinfo.html  

 
The quality of water in major receiving waters for MS4 discharges has been routinely 
monitored by Permittees through the Monitoring and Reporting Program under Order No. 
01-182.  Below are summaries of water quality exceedances reported for the 2010-2011 
reporting year. 
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Summary of Constituents that Did Not Meet Water Quality Objectives at Mass 

Emission Stations during 2010-2011 for One or More Events 
 

Mass Emission/Watershed Wet Dry 

 

Ballona Creek (S01)
2
 

Fecal coliforms3 

pH
4
 

Dissolved zinc 

pH
3
 

 

Malibu Creek (S02) 

Fecal coliforms 

Cyanide  

pH
3
 

Sulfate 

 

Fecal coliforms 

Sulfate 

 

Los Angeles River (S10)
1

 

Fecal coliforms
2

  

pH
3

 

Dissolved zinc 

Cyanide 

 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

 

Coyote Creek (S13) 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

pH
3
 

Dissolved zinc 

 

Fecal coliforms 

 

San Gabriel River (S14) 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

pH
3
 

 

 

Dominguez Channel (S28)
1
 

 

Fecal coliforms
2
 

Dissolved copper 

Dissolved zinc 

 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

 

Santa Clara River (S29) 

Fecal coliforms  

pH
3
 

Dissolved zinc 

 

 

                                            
2
 More urbanized watersheds. 

3
 Subject to the fecal coliform water quality objective high-flow suspension (LARWQCB, 2003). 

4
 pH was evaluated outside of holding time. 
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The following table summarizes the results of an analysis based on evaluation of the 15 
sets of dry weather data for the period of 2005 to 2011 for each of the mass emission 
stations.  The most prevalent pollutants of concern among the mass emission stations 
include fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, mercury, chloride, sulfate, total dissolved solids, 
copper, and selenium.  Reported results for fecal coliform bacteria, cyanide, copper, and 
selenium concentrations consistently exceeded water quality objectives in all watersheds.  
For watersheds where objectives apply for sulfate and total dissolved solids, the receiving 
water concentrations consistently exceeded the objectives.  The incidences where 
exceedances are indicated for mercury are largely due to analytical detection levels that 
were higher than the applicable objective. 
 

Summary of LA County Watersheds and Frequency of Receiving Water Exceeding 
Water Quality Objectives (2005 to 2011 - Dry Season Data Analysis)1 

Parameter 
Santa 
Clara 
River 

Los 
Angeles 

River 

Dominguez 
Channel 

Ballona 
Creek 

Malibu 
Creek 

San Gabriel River 

Upper 
Portion 

Lower 
Portion 

pH 0/15 7/15 5/15 3/15 0/15 1/14 2/15 

Total Coliform 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective) 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Fecal Coliform 4/15 4/15 10/15 13/15 6/15 11/14 13/15 

Enterococcus 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 
No FW 

Objective 

Chloride 15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Oxygen 1/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Nitrate-N 0/15 0/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 7/14 

No 
Objective 

Nitrite-N 0/15 3/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/15 

No 
Objective 

Methylene Blue 
Active Substances 

4/15 0/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 0/14 

No 
Objective 

Sulfate 15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
15/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Dissolved 
Solids 

15/15 15/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
13/15 14/14 15/15 

Turbidity
2
 0/15 2/15 

No 
Objective 

No 
Objective 

0/15 0/15 0/15 

Cyanide 11/15 14/15 4/15 15/15 3/15 14/14 15/15 

Total Aluminum 1/15 2/15 
No 

Objective 
No 

Objective 
0/15 1/14 

No 
Objective 

Dissolved Copper 0/15 0/15 5/15 0/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Copper 1/15 6/15 11/15 3/15 0/15 13/14 2/15 

Dissolved Lead 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Total Lead 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/15 0/15 13/14 0/15 

Total Mercury 1515 14/15 14/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 15/15 

Dissolved Mercury 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 14/14 14/14 

Total Nickel 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/14 0/15 

Dissolved 
Selenium 

2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Total Selenium 2/15 2/15 1/15 2/15 6/15 1/15 10/11 

Dissolved Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 7/10 0/15 

Total Zinc 0/15 0/15 0/1) 0/15 0/15 10/10 0/15 
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1. Frequency of exceedance is denoted as number of exceedances/number of dry weather 
samples evaluated.  For example, “2/15” indicates 2 of the 15 samples had analytical 
results that exceeded the water quality objective for a given parameter. 

2. The Basin Plan objective for turbidity for the protection of MUN is the secondary MCL of 
5 NTU.  The Basin Plan contains additional turbidity objectives expressed as 
incremental changes over natural conditions.  Since inadequate data were available to 
assess criteria expressed as incremental changes, only the MCL was considered in the 
analysis. 

3. FW means freshwater 
 

C. Water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the coordinated 
control of all factors which affect water quality in the area.     
 
Since 2001, municipalities both locally and nationally have gained considerable experience 
in the management of municipal storm water and non-storm water discharges. The 
technical capacity to monitor storm water and its impacts on water quality has also 
increased.  In many areas, monitoring of the impacts of storm water on water quality has 
become more sophisticated and widespread. Better information on the effectiveness of 
storm water controls to reduce pollutant loadings and address water quality impairments is 
now available. The International Stormwater BMP Database (http://www.bmpdatabase.org/) 
provides extensive information of the performance capabilities of storm water controls.  
Additionally, the County of Los Angeles conducted a BMP effectiveness study as a 
requirement of Order No. 01-182.5  
 
Generally, improvements in the quality of receiving waters impacted by MS4 discharges 
can be achieved by reducing the volume of storm water or non-storm water discharged 
through the MS4 to receiving waters; reducing pollutant loads to storm water and non-storm 
water through source control/pollution prevention, including operational source control such 
as street sweeping, public education, and product or materials elimination or substitution; 
and removing pollutants that have been loaded into storm water or non-storm water before 
they enter receiving waters, through treatment or diversion to a sanitary sewer.  The 
following factors are generally accepted to affect pollutant concentrations in MS4 
discharges6: 
 

• Land use 
• Climatic conditions 
• Season (i.e. for southern California, dry season and winter wet season) 
• Percentage imperviousness (in particular, “effective impervious area” or “EIA”) 
• Rainfall amount and intensity (including seasonal “first-flush” effects) 
• Runoff amount 
• Watershed size 

 
In their 2010-2011 Annual Report, Permittees identified the following storm water and non-
storm water pollutant control measures as particularly effective: 

                                            
5
 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. “Los Angeles County BMP Effectiveness Study,” August 2005. 

6
 Maestre, Alexander and Robert Pitt. “Identification of Significant Factors Affecting Stormwater Quality Using the NSQD” (draft 
monograph, 2005). 
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• Street sweeping; 
• Catch basin cleaning; 
• Catch basin inserts 
• Trash bins; 
• End-of-pipe controls such as low-flow diversions; 
• Infiltration controls; 
• Erosion controls; and  
• Public education and outreach, including multi-lingual strategies. 

 
Permittees summarized the most-used BMPs and most popular BMPs (according to the 
number of Permittees using a particular BMP) in their 2010-2011 Annual Report. An 
itemization of all BMPs installed and maintained during the 2010-11 reporting period is 
provided in Appendices B and C of the Permittees’ Annual Report. 
 
Most installed BMPs County-wide During 2010-11 

BMP Type Total Number Installed 
Catch Basin Connector Pipe Full 
Capture (CPS) 

6377 

Fossil Filter Catch Basin Insert 5968 
Automatic Retractable Catch Basin 
Trash Screen (ARS) 

3870 

Clean Screen Catch Basin Insert 3767 
Extra Trash Can 3681 
Covered Trash Bin 3119 
Signage and Stenciling 1884 
Drain Pac Catch Basin Insert 1625 
CulTec Infiltration Systems 1296 
Infiltration Trenches 963 
Infiltration Pit 958 
Abtech Ultra Urban Catch Basin 
Insert 

748 

CDS Gross Pollutant Separator 438 
United Storm Water Catch Basin 
Scree Inserts 

403 

Restaurants Vent Traps 258 
Stormceptor Gross Pollutant 
Separators 

211 

 
Most Used Proprietary and Non-Proprietary BMPs During 2010-11  

Types of Nonproprietary BMPs 
Used By Most Permittees 

Types Proprietary BMPs Used By 
Most Permittees 

BMP Type No. of Cities BMP Type No. of Cities 
Infiltration 
Trenches 

40 Fossil Filter 
Catch Basin 
Inserts 

46 

Covered Trash 32 CDS Gross 36 
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Bins Pollutant 
Separator 

 

Extra Trash 
Cans 

31 Drain Pac 
Catch Basin 
Insert 

21 

Enhanced 
Street 
Sweeping  

26 Clean Screen 
Catch Basin 
Insert 

21 

Dog Parks 23 Stormceptor 
Gross 
Pollutant 
Separator 

19 

 
Some of the many advances in how to effectively control storm water and pollutants in 
storm water have occurred locally within the Los Angeles Region and include the 
development of cost effective trash full capture devices, storm water diversion, treatment 
and beneficial use facilities such as SMURRF and storm water capture, storage, and reuse 
facilities such as Sun Valley, low impact development/site design practices, and 
innovative/opportunistic culvert inlet multi-media filters. There are many other case studies 
of municipalities that have implemented innovative and effective storm water management 
measures (e.g., Portland, OR). 
 
This Order is designed to reduce pollutant loading to waterbodies within Los Angeles 
County from discharges to and from the Los Angeles County MS4 through the 
implementation of multi-faceted storm water management programs at the municipal and 
watershed levels.  Overall improvements in MS4 discharge quality are expected to occur 
over time with ongoing implementation of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. However, 
currently little information on the quality of storm water in the region and the water quality 
that can be achieved with the coordinated control of all MS4 discharges through full 
implementation of all storm water management measures by individual municipalities and 
collectively by all Permittees within a watershed is available. ThisOrder, however, is 
designed to effectively focus and broaden monitoring requirements with the addition of 
outfall monitoring and monitoring associated with the 33 TMDLs being incorporated, so 
pollutant loading from the MS4 can be better quantified and improvements in water quality 
resulting from implementation of storm water management measures can be tracked. 
 
D. Economic considerations.  
 
The Regional Water Board recognizes that Permittees will incur costs in implementing this 
Order above and beyond the costs from the Permittees’ prior permit. Such costs will be 
incurred in complying with the post-construction, hydromodification, Low Impact 
Development, TMDL, and monitoring and reporting requirements of this Order. The 
Regional Water Board also recognizes that, due to California’s current economic condition, 
many Permittees currently have limited staff and resources to implement actions to address 
its MS4 discharges. This Order allows Permittees the flexibility to address critical water 
quality priorities, namely discharges to waters subject to TMDLs, but aims to do so in a 
focused and cost-effective manner while maintaining the level of water quality protection 
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mandated by the Clean Water Act and other applicable requirements.  For example, the 
inclusion of a watershed management program option allows Permittees to submit a plan 
for Regional Water Board Executive Officer approval that would allow for actions to be 
prioritized based on specific watershed needs. The cost of complying with TMDL wasteload 
allocations has been previously considered during the adoption of each TMDL. 
 
It is very difficult to determine the true cost of implementing storm water and urban runoff 
management programs because of highly variable factors and unknown level of 
implementation among different municipalities and inconsistencies in reporting by 
Permittees. In addition, it is difficult to isolate program costs attributable to permit 
compliance. Reported costs of compliance for the same program element can vary widely 
from Permittee to Permittee, often by a very wide margin that is not easily explained. 
Despite these problems, efforts have been made to identify storm water and urban runoff 
management program costs, which can be helpful in understanding the costs of program 
implementation.  
 
Economic considerations of implementing this Order were examined by primarily utilizing 
the data that are self-reported by the Permittees in their annual reports and a State Water 
Board funded study, which examined the costs of municipal MS4 programs statewide.7  
The economic impact to public agencies was tabulated based on the reported costs of 
implementing the six minimum control measures (Public Information and Participation, 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities Control, Development Planning, Development 
Construction, Public Agency Activities, and Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges 
Elimination) required by 40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv) as well as costs associated with 
program management, monitoring programs, and a category described as other. As noted 
above, Permittees report wide variability in the cost of compliance, which is not easily 
explained. Based on reported values, the average annual cost to the Permittees in 2010-11 
was $4,090,876 with a median cost of $687,633. This translated to an average annual cost 
per household8 of $120.04 with a median cost of $57.31 per household.   
 
It is important to note that reported program costs are not all solely attributable to 
compliance with requirements of the LA County MS4 Permit. Many program components, 
and their associated costs, existed before the first LA County MS4 Permit was issued in 
1990. For example, storm drain maintenance, street sweeping and trash/litter collection 
costs are not solely or even principally attributable to MS4 permit compliance, since these 
practices have long been implemented by municipalities. Therefore, the true program cost 
related to complying with MS4 permit requirements is some fraction of the total reported 
costs. For example, after adjusting the total reported costs by subtracting out the costs for 
street sweeping and trash collection, the average annual cost to the Permittees was 
$2,397,315 with a median cost of $290,000.  This translates to an average annual cost per 
household of $42.57 (or $3.55 per month) with a median annual cost of $17.89 per 
household.    
 

                                            
7
 Data from the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order No. 01-182), Unified Annual Stormwater Report, 
2010 – 2011, http://ladpw.org/wmd/npdesrsa/annualreport/ 

8
 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, http://quickfacts.census.gov. 
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These results are consistent with the State Water Board funded study (“State Water Board 
Study”) that surveyed the costs to develop, implement, maintain and monitor municipal 
separate storm sewer system management and control programs in 2004.9  The objectives 
of the study were to: 1) document stormwater program costs and 2) assess alternative 
approaches to MS4 quality control. The six cities selected for the study were judged by 
State Water Board staff as having good MS4 management programs, adequate accounting 
systems, and represented a variety of geographic locations, hydrologic areas, populations 
and incomes. The cities selected were Corona, Encinitas, Fremont, Fresno-Clovis 
Metropolitan Area, Sacramento and Santa Clarita.  The results found that the annual total 
cost per household ranged from $18 to $46. The average cost was found to be $35 and the 
median, $36. The true mean, which is derived by dividing the total sample costs by the total 
sample number of households, is $29 in 2002 dollars.  This study was further examined 
and applied to the Ventura County MS4 Permit in “Economic Considerations of the 
Proposed (February 25, 2008) State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region, Order 08-xxx, NPDES Permit No. CAS004002, Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Stormwater (Wet Weather) and Non-Stormwater (Dry Weather) 
Discharges from the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems within the Ventura County 
Watershed Protection District, County of Ventura and the Incorporated Cities Therein,” and 
found that when adjusted for inflation, the total annual cost to the MS4 Permittees ranged 
from $7.15 to $10.9 million, depending on the averaging method applied. This translated to 
an annual cost per household that ranged from $27.60 to $42.00 in 2008 dollars. 
 
The State Water Board Study noted inherent limitations in the cost data quality.  The most 
significant data quality limitation cited is that the costs provided by the municipalities were 
not sufficiently detailed or referenced to provide opportunity for independent review of the 
accuracy and completeness of the cost data.  Similarly, the costs presented in the Los 
Angeles County Unified Annual Report (“Unified Annual Report”) are not presented with 
supporting data or references so that they can be independently reviewed.  Some of the 
limitations of the reported cost data are illustrated by a comparison of monitoring costs in 
different sections of the Unified Annual Report.  In the monitoring costs section, the total 
costs for monitoring, including sample collection, analytical results, and sampling station 
maintenance was $713,409 for 2010-2011.  In contrast, the same report showed the 
monitoring costs of $9,008,460 in the Unified Cost Table.  Absent further explanation in the 
Unified Annual Report, this suggests that the reported costs may not be reliable.  
 
The State Water Board Study also found that certain stormwater implementation costs 
included activities that provide separate and additional municipal benefits such as street 
sweeping and storm drain and channel cleaning.  The State Water Board Study indicated 
that the inclusion of these costs as stormwater implementation costs is not uniform across 
different municipalities.  In order to assess the variability of costs reported by different 
municipalities under the same permit and determine if Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees 
are reporting costs for activities that provide municipal benefits beyond storm water 
management and permit compliance, Regional Water Board staff reviewed costs reported 
by Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees in the Unified Annual Report.  The reported storm 

                                            
9
 Currier, Brian K., Joseph M. Jones, Glenn L. Moeller. “NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey, Final Report”, Prepared for 
California State Water Resources Control Board, California State University Sacramento, Office of Water Programs,  
January, 2005. 
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water costs range from $11.45 to $928.10 per household per year.  The average reported 
cost was $120.04 per household per year and the median cost was $57.31 per household 
per year.  The wide spread of annual costs and the significant difference between the mean 
and median costs indicate that the LA County MS4 Permittees are not reporting costs in a 
uniform manner.   
 
Staff also reviewed available cost data in the Unified Annual Report for Permittees that 
provided separate costs regarding street sweeping and trash collection.  Staff adjusted the 
total costs so that the costs for these multi-benefit municipal programs were not included in 
the storm water cost and found that the adjusted storm water costs were greatly reduced by 
excluding these activities.  These adjusted costs ranged from $0.00 per household per year 
to $903.10 per household per year.  The mean adjusted rate is $42.57 per household per 
year and the median adjusted rate is $17.89 per household per year.   Clearly, a significant 
portion (greater than 50%) of the costs attributed to storm water compliance activities also 
provide additional municipal benefits.  (In the case of the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permittees, some municipalities reported costs for trash collection; these costs were not 
reported by municipalities in the State Water Board Study.) 
 
Finally, staff reviewed the cost breakdowns reported in the State Water Board Study and 
the Unified Annual Report for Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees.  The following table 
summarizes the results: 
 

 
Cost Category 

 
State Water Board 
Study 

Los Angeles County  
(2010-2011) 

Watershed Management 6% 5% 
Construction 11% 1% 
Illicit Discharge 4% 2% 
Industrial and Commercial 8% 1% 
Overall Management 37% 5% 
Pollution Prevention 2% 2% 
Post Construction 3%  
Public Education 13% 2% 
Monitoring 16% 3% 
BMP Maintenance Not Reported  2% 
Development Not Reported 1% 
Other Not reported 76% 

 
The reported costs show differences between the MS4 Permittees surveyed in the State 
Water Board Study and the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittee costs in the following 
categories:  construction, industrial and commercial activities, public education and 
monitoring.  These categories all show greater proportional statewide cost allocations 
relative to the cost allocations by the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees.  The Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permittees report a cost category of BMP maintenance, which is not 
defined in the State Water Board Study.  The management costs in the State Water Board 
Study were greater than the management costs reported by the Los Angeles County MS4 
Permittees, but the Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees also reported a category of 
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“Other” that accounted for a large proportion of costs, which is not defined in the Unified 
Annual Report. 
 
In addition to considering the costs of storm water management, it is important to consider 
the benefits of storm water and urban runoff management programs. A recent study 
conducted by USC/UCLA assessed the costs and benefits of implementing various 
approaches for achieving compliance with the MS4 permits in the Los Angeles Region. The 
study found that non-structural systems would cost $2.8 billion but provide $5.6 billion in 
benefit. If structural systems were determined to be needed, the study found that total costs 
would be $5.7 to $7.4 billion, while benefits could reach $18 billion.10 Costs are anticipated 
to be borne over many years. As can be seen, the benefits of the programs are expected to 
considerably exceed their costs. Such findings are corroborated by USEPA, which found 
that the benefits of implementation of its Phase II storm water rule would also outweigh the 
costs.11 
 
Economic considerations of Not Regulating MS4 Discharges.   
 
Economic discussions of storm water and urban runoff management programs tend to 
focus on costs incurred by municipalities in developing and implementing the programs. 
This is appropriate, and these costs are significant and a major issue for the Permittees. 
However, in adopting Order WQ 2000-11, the State Water Board further found that in 
considering the cost of compliance, it is also important to consider the costs of impairment; 
that is, the negative impact of pollution on the economy and the positive impact of improved 
water quality. For example, economic benefits may result through program implementation, 
and alternative costs (as well as environmental impacts) may be incurred by not fully 
implementing the program. So, while it is appropriate and necessary to consider the cost of 
compliance, it is also important to consider the alternative costs incurred by not fully 
implementing the programs, as well as the benefits which result from program 
implementation. 
 
The benefits of implementation of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit include 
improvements in water quality, enhancement of beneficial uses, and increased 
employment, income and satisfaction from environmental amenities. Most of the benefits of 
this permit can be identified and, in some cases, quantified in monetary terms. Others 
cannot be expressed in dollar terms and can only be described. For example, household 
willingness to pay for improvements in fresh water quality for fishing and boating has been 
estimated by USEPA12 to be $158-210.62.  This estimate can be considered conservative, 
since it does not include important considerations such as marine waters benefits, wildlife 
benefits, or flood control benefits. The California State University, Sacramento study 
corroborates USEPA’s estimates, reporting annual household willingness to pay for 
statewide clean water to be $180.63.13  When viewed in comparison to household costs of 
existing urban runoff management programs, these household willingness to pay estimates 
exhibit that per household costs incurred by Permittees to implement their urban runoff 
management programs remain reasonable. 

                                            
10

 LARWQCB, 2004. Alternative Approaches to Stormwater Control. 
11

 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68791. 
12

 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68793. 
13

 State Water Board, 2005. NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey. P. iv. 
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Not regulating discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 will result in greater pollution 
of rivers, streams, lakes, reservoirs, bays, harbors, estuaries, groundwater, coastal 
shorelines and wetlands.  Urban runoff in southern California has been found to cause 
illness in people bathing near storm drains.14  A study of south Huntington Beach and north 
Newport Beach found that an illness rate of about 0.8% among bathers at those beaches 
resulted in about $3 million annually in health-related expenses.15 In addition, poor beach 
water quality negatively affects tourism, which in turn reduces revenues to local 
businesses. 
 
Funding Sources.  
 
Public agencies (both federal and state) recognize the importance of storm water 
improvement projects and have provided significant sources of funding through grants, 
bonds, and fee collections to help offset the costs of storm water management in Los 
Angeles County.  The table below summarizes the funds that have been allocated to storm 
water management in Los Angeles County, to date. 
 

Source of Money Dollars % of total costs funded by 
State (only for those 
projects which included 
State funding) 

Only State Board-awarded 
funding (Propositions 12, 13, 40, 
50, and 84; and federal money, 
319h, 205j, ARRA) 

$49,143,132 47% 
 

Only State money from any 
State agency (propositions only, 
no federal); includes State 
Board, DWR, Coastal 
Conservancy, Fish & Game 

$67,461,699 58% 

Total costs (approx.) for projects 
involving State money 

$114,703,731 N/A 

Prop A $4,981,772 N/A 
Prop O $508,678,258 N/A 
Measure V $9,107,959 N/A 
Total Public Funds (federal, 
State, local bonds and 
measures) expended on 
stormwater control projects 

$645,389,932 N/A (information not 
available for projects 
funded by local bonds and 
measures) 

 
In addition to current funding options, future funding options continue to be created.  
Assembly Bill 2554, known as the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s Water 

                                            
14

 Haile, R.W., et al, 1996. An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Health Effects of Swimming in Santa Monica Bay. 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. 

15
 Los Angeles Times, May 2, 2005. Here’s What Ocean Germs Cost You: A UC Irvine Study Tallies the Cost of Treatment 
and Lost Wages for Beachgoers Who Get Sick. 
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Quality Funding Initiative, is currently awaiting voter approval and would create an 
estimated annual revenue of $300 million earmarked for: 

• New and Existing Water Quality Projects and Programs 
• Maintenance of Existing Facilities 
• TMDL and MS4 Permit Implementation 

Of the estimated annual revenue of $300M, 40% of the money would be returned to the 
municipalities to create new local projects and programs and maintenance.  Below are the 
estimated revenues that would be allocated to certain municipalities. 
 

Municipalities Estimated Annual Revenue 
City of Los Angeles $37 million 
City of Santa Monica $1 million 
El Segundo $600,000 
Manhattan Beach $300,000 
Redondo Beach $750,000 
Unincorporated Areas on Los 
Angeles County 

$15 million 

  
Fifty percent of the $300M would be spread across nine watershed authority groups 
(WAGs) to develop Water Quality Improvement Plans and implement regional projects and 
programs.  Some examples of the possible annual revenues available to the WAGs are 
provided below: 
 

WAG Estimated Revenue 
Santa Monica Bay $12 million 
Upper Los Angeles River $36 million 
Lower Los Angeles River $15 million 
Upper San Gabriel River $17 million 

 
The remaining 10% of annual revenues is allocated to the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District for administration of the program and other district water quality projects 
and programs. 
 
E. Need for developing housing within the region.   
 
For over 100 years, this region has relied on imported water to meet many of our water 
resource needs.  Imported water makes up approximately 70 to 75% of the Southern 
California region’s water supply, with local groundwater, local surface water, and reclaimed 
water making up the remaining 25 to 30%.16  The area encompassed by this Order imports 
approximately 50% of its water supply. The Los Angeles County MS4 permit helps address 
the need for housing by controlling pollutants in MS4 discharges, which will improve the 
quality of water available for recycling and re-use. This in turn may reduce the demand for 
imported water thereby increasing the region’s capacity to support continued housing 
development.   

                                            
16

 Southern California Association of Governments. The State of the Region 2007 Measuring Regional Progress (Housing, 
Environment). December 6, 2007. http://www.scag.ca.gov/publications/index.htm. 
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A reliable water supply for future housing development is required by law, and with less 
imported water available to guarantee this reliability, an increase in local supply is 
necessary.   
 
In this Order, the Regional Water Board supports integrated water resources approaches.  
An integrated water resources approach manages water resources by integrating 
wastewater, stormwater, recycled water, and potable water planning through the capture 
and beneficial use of stormwater.  An integrated approach can preserve local groundwater 
resources and reduce imported water needs.  Thus, complying with this Order can 
positively affect the need for developing housing in the region. Furthermore, the low impact 
development (LID) requirements of this MS4 permit emphasize the necessity to balance 
growth with the protection of water quality.  LID emphasizes cost effective, lot-level 
strategies that replicate the natural hydrology of the site and reduces the negative impacts 
of development.  By avoiding the installation of more costly conventional storm water 
management strategies and harnessing runoff at the source, LID practices enhance the 
environment while providing cost savings to both developers and local governments. 
 
F. Need to develop and use recycled water. 
 
Storm water runoff that travels across the urban landscape quickly becomes contaminated 
with the wastes inherent from urban living. This polluted water is then discharged to the 
surface waters and eventually the ocean where it wreaks havoc on the natural coastal 
ecosystem and impacts human health. If the storm water is captured and treated (or 
captured prior to contamination) a new resource could be added to local water supplies.  If 
this water is more effectively harnessed and recycled, numerous benefits could be 
achieved. These include: 
 
• Regional reduction on imported water; 
• Aid in the restoration of area aquifers; 
• Reduction in the need for extensive public works projects; and 
• Improvement in the quality of impaired water bodies. 
 
The exact volume of storm water available for capture is dependent on the intensity and 
duration of storm events. Looking at land uses across the region and applying land use-
specific runoff coefficients, the annual average runoff in the  Los Angeles subarea is 
450,000 acre-feet/year (with an average annual rainfall of 15.5 inches).  The Los Angeles 
and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council estimates that, on average, about 550,000 
acre-feet/year of runoff are discharged from Los Angeles area to the ocean.17   
 
It is not possible to capture all MS4 discharges; however, a significant portion could be put 
to beneficial use.  Potentially, in Los Angeles, “[i]f we could capture 80% of the rainfall that 
falls on just a quarter of the urban area-15% of the total watershed-we would be reducing 
total runoff by approximately 30%. That translates into a diversion of 43 billion gallons of 
water per year (132,000 acre-feet) or enough to supply 800,000 people for a year.”18 That 

                                            
17

 http://www.lasgrwc.org/WAS/WASflyer_web.pdf 
18

 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 1999. Stormwater: asset not liability. 

RB-AR4463



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-145 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

water capture would render a savings of almost sixty million dollars of imported State Water 
Project water. Capturing storm water from a larger portion of the watershed could increase 
the volume of this “new” water even further. Unlike traditional recycled water that requires 
the installation of dual plumbing and intensive infrastructure, much of the storm water 
capture could be done with minimal infrastructure retrofits in established communities.  
 
Larger projects (and the corresponding savings) are also possible.  The County of Los 
Angeles recharges storm water already. While the scale of these recharge activities is 
limited compared to the volume of water potentially available to recharge, the value of the 
process is significant. For example, in 2000 “County conservation efforts captured 220,000 
acre-feet of local storm water runoff that was valued at $80 million dollars.”19 
 
The unknown effects of infiltrating stormwater to recharge ground water have created some 
concern that such activities could introduce pollutants to the water supply.  However, the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has found20: 
  
“Based on the findings of the WAS research, decentralized stormwater management would 
provide a local and reliable supply of water that would not negatively impact groundwater 
quality. A decentralized approach could contribute up to 384,000 acre-feet of additional 
groundwater recharge annually if the first ¾” of each storm is infiltrated on all parcels, 
enough to provide water annually to approximately 1.5 million people. The value of this new 
water supply would be approximately $311 million, using the MWD Tier 2 rate for 2010.” 
 
Recent studies in the Los Angeles area have also shown that in the process of infiltration 
through the soil, many contaminants are removed with no immediate impacts, and no 
apparent trends to indicate that storm water infiltration will negatively impact 
groundwater.21. In areas with groundwater contamination issues, utilizing recycled storm 
water to recharge the aquifers may actually aid in the dilution of the buildup of salts.  The 
value of this is hard to quantify but is an additional benefit.  The use of recycled water can 
be accomplished in direct (such as irrigation projects or dual plumbing fixtures) or indirect 
(such as infiltration) ways. Both direct and indirect methods can be completed on a variety 
of different scales. To maximize the benefits available from using recycled water, the direct 
and indirect projects will need to be completed on household, neighborhood, watershed 
and regional scales. Currently there are a limited (but growing) number of projects in the 
region that can serve as examples of what may be accomplished through the development 
and implementation of recycled water projects.  The Los Angeles County MS4 permit 
addresses the need for recycled water by controlling pollutants in storm water, which will 
result in water of improved quality with a greater potential for recycling or beneficial use.  
State law and policy advocates greatly expanding the use of recycled water to help meet 
local demand and reduce the volumes of water that are imported from other regions. 
Increased utilization of recycled water will require looking beyond the traditional reclaimed 
wastewater and will require utilizing storm water that is wasted by conveyance in the MS4 

                                            
19

 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. 2008. 2008 Draft General Plan- 
Planning Tomorrow’s Great Places. 
20

 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 2010. Water Augmentation Study: Research, Strategy, and 
Implementation Report. 

21
 Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watershed Council. 2005. Los Angeles Basin Water Augmentation Study Phase II Final 
Report. 
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and dumping into the ocean. Storm water capture and use has not traditionally been 
included in the discussion of water recycling, but the process meets the definitional 
constraints and is bound by the same limitations and boundaries.   
 
In addition, there are a number of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) developed by the 
Regional Water Board that incorporate recycled water programs as potential 
implementation actions to meet TMDL requirements. These potential actions focus on both 
traditional water recycling and the newer storm water recycling approaches.  Such recycled 
water programs could also reduce reliance on potable water supplies by expanding water 
recycling and aiding in the reclamation of poor quality, unconfined groundwater supplies. 
The capture, treatment and use of stormwater could augment these techniques as well. 
On-site capture of storm water helps prevent the water from being contaminated by urban 
by-products to begin with and the use of this high quality resource could reduce the 
unnecessary use of potable water for non-potable needs. 
 
Some great examples of onsite capture are being demonstrated by TreePeople22 who have 
demonstration projects ranging from small scale rainwater harvesting at the single family 
home locations, to large scale watershed projects at Tuxedo Green in Sun Valley where the 
project redesigned the intersection with a flood control system that conveys most 
stormwater under, instead of into, the busy intersection. The water is stored in a 45,000-
gallon cistern to be used for irrigating the landscaping at the new pocket park, which is 
planted with native and drought-tolerant species. 
 
Another state of the art project was implemented by the City of Santa Monica called the 
Santa Monica Urban Runoff Recycling Facility (SMURFF).23  The project harnesses the 
urban runoff (primarily during the dry season) and treats it for various pollutants to create a 
source of high quality water for reuse in landscape irrigation.  Because the facility captures 
the dry weather runoff before it reaches the Santa Monica Bay it decreases a significant 
amount of pollutants from negatively impacting the Bay and associated beaches.  The 
SMURFF is also open to the public and has several exhibits to raise public awareness of 
Santa Monica Bay pollution and the role of each individual in the watershed’s health. 
 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Watershed Management Division 
has targeted the Sun Valley Watershed “…to solve the local flooding problem while 
retaining all storm water runoff from the watershed, increasing water conservation, 
recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, and reducing stormwater pollution.”24  This 
aggressive plan involves several stakeholders and has implemented a variety of on-site 
BMPs as well as storm water infiltration retrofits and diversions. 
 

XV. UNFUNDED MANDATES 

Article XIII B, Section 6(a) of the California Constitution provides that whenever “any state 
agency mandates a new program or higher level of service on any local government, the 

                                            
22

 www.treepeople.org  
23

http://c0133251.cdn.cloudfiles.rackspacecloud.com/Case%20Study%20-
%20Santa%20Monica%20Urban%20Runoff%20Recycling%20Facility%20SMURFF.pdf 

24
 http://www.sunvalleywatershed.org/watershed_management_plan/wmp-0ES.pdf  
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state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of 
the program or increased level of service.” The requirements of this Order do not constitute 
state mandates that are subject to a subvention of funds for several reasons, including, but 
not limited to, the following.   

First, the requirements of this Order do not constitute a new program or a higher level of 
service as compared to the requirements contained in the previous permit, Order No. 01-
182 (as amended). The overarching requirement to impose controls to reduce the 
pollutants in discharges from MS4s is dictated by the Clean Water Act and is not new to 
this permit cycle. (33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B).) The inclusion of new and advanced measures 
as the MS4 programs evolve and mature over time is anticipated under the Clean Water 
Act (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 1990)), and these new and advanced measures 
do not constitute a new program or higher level of service.  

Second, and more broadly, mandates imposed by federal law, rather than by a state 
agency, are exempt from the requirement that the local agency's expenditures be 
reimbursed. (Cal. Const., art. XIII B, §9, subd. (b).) This Order implements federally 
mandated requirements under the Clean Water Act and its requirements are therefore not 
subject to subvention of funds. This includes federal requirements to effectively prohibit 
non-storm water discharges, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, and to include such other provisions as the Administrator or the State 
determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants. (30 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B).) 
Federal cases have held these provisions require the development of permits and permit 
provisions on a case-by-case basis to satisfy federal requirements.  (Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A. (9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1308, fn. 17.) The 
authority exercised under this Order is not reserved state authority under the Clean Water 
Act’s savings clause (cf. Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 
613, 627-628 [relying on 33 U.S.C. § 1370, which allows a state to develop requirements 
which are not “less stringent” than federal requirements]), but instead is part of a federal 
mandate to develop pollutant reduction requirements for municipal separate storm sewer 
systems.  To this extent, it is entirely federal authority that forms the legal basis to establish 
the permit provisions.  (See, City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control 
Bd.-Santa Ana Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389; Building Industry Ass’n of San 
Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 866, 882-883.) 

The maximum extent practicable standard is a flexible standard that balances a number of 
considerations, including technical feasibility, cost, public acceptance, regulatory 
compliance, and effectiveness. (Building Ind. Asso., supra, 124 Cal. App.4th at pp. 873, 
874, 889.) Such considerations change over time with advances in technology and with 
experience gained in storm water management. (55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 48052 (Nov. 16, 
1990).) Accordingly, a determination of whether the conditions contained in this Order 
exceed the requirements of federal law cannot be based on a point by point comparison of 
the permit conditions and the six minimum control measures that are required “at a 
minimum” to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water 
quality (40 CFR §122.34). Rather, the appropriate focus is whether the permit conditions, 
as a whole, exceed the maximum extent practicable standard. In recent months, the 
County of Los Angeles and County of Sacramento Superior Courts have granted writs 
setting aside decisions of the Commission on State Mandates that held that certain 

RB-AR4466



Los Angeles County ORDER NO. R4-2012-XXXX 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES NO. CAS004001 
 

 
Attachment F – Fact Sheet F-148 

T 
E 
N 
T 
A 
T 
I 
V 
E 

requirements in Phase I permits constituted unfunded mandates. In both cases, the courts 
found that the correct analysis in determining whether a MS4 permit constituted a state 
mandate was to evaluate whether the permit as a whole -- and not a specific permit 
provision -- exceeds the maximum extent practicable standard. (State of Cal. v. Comm. On 
State Mandates (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2012, No. 34-2010-80000604), State of 
Cal. v. County of Los Angeles (Super. Ct. Los Angeles County, 2011, No. BS130730.)  

The requirements of the Order, taken as a whole rather than individually, are necessary to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water 
quality. The Regional Water Board finds that the requirements of the Order are practicable, 
do not exceed federal law, and thus do not constitute an unfunded mandate. These findings 
are the expert conclusions of the principal state agency charged with implementing the 
NPDES program in California. (Cal. Wat. Code, §§13001, 13370.)  

It should also be noted that the provisions in this Order to effectively prohibit non-storm 
water discharges are also mandated by the Clean Water Act. (33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B)(ii).) 
Likewise, the provisions of this Order to implement total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are 
federal mandates.  The Clean Water Act requires TMDLs to be developed for water bodies 
that do not meet federal water quality standards. (33 U.S.C. § 1313(d).)  Once the USEPA 
or a state establishes or adopts a TMDL, federal law requires that permits must contain 
effluent limitations consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any applicable 
waste load allocation in a TMDL. (40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).) 

Third, the local agency Permittees’ obligations under this Order are similar to, and in many 
respects less stringent than, the obligations of non-governmental dischargers who are 
issued NPDES permits for storm water discharges.  With a few inapplicable exceptions, the 
Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants from point sources (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) regulates 
the discharge of waste (Cal. Wat. Code, § 13263), both without regard to the source of the 
pollutant or waste.  As a result, the “costs incurred by local agencies” to protect water 
quality reflect an overarching regulatory scheme that places similar requirements on 
governmental and non-governmental dischargers.  (See County of Los Angeles v. State of 
California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 57-58 [finding comprehensive workers compensation 
scheme did not create a cost for local agencies that was subject to state subvention].) 

The Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act largely regulate storm water with an even 
hand, but to the extent there is any relaxation of this even-handed regulation, it is in favor of 
the local agencies.  Generally, the Clean Water Act requires point source dischargers, 
including discharges of storm water associated with industrial or construction activity, to 
comply strictly with water quality standards.  (33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C), Defenders of 
Wildlife v. Browner (1999) 191 F.3d 1159, 1164-1165 [noting that industrial storm water 
discharges must strictly comply with water quality standards].)  As discussed in prior State 
Water Resources Control Board decisions, certain provisions of this Order do not require 
strict compliance with water quality standards.  (SWRCB Order No. WQ 2001-15, p. 7.)  
Those provisions of this Order regulate the discharge of waste in municipal storm water 
under the Clean Water Act MEP standard, not the BAT/BCT standard that applies to other 
types of discharges. These provisions, therefore, regulate the discharge of waste in 
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municipal storm water more leniently than the discharge of waste from non-governmental 
sources.   

Fourth, the Permittees have requested permit coverage in lieu of compliance with the 
complete prohibition against the discharge of pollutants contained in Clean Water Act 
section 301, subdivision (a) (33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)). To the extent that the local agencies 
have voluntarily availed themselves of the permit, the program is not a state mandate.  
(Accord County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 107-108.)  

Fifth, the local agencies’ responsibility for preventing discharges of waste that can create 
conditions of pollution or nuisance from conveyances that are within their ownership or 
control under state law predates the enactment of Article XIIIB, Section (6) of the California 
Constitution. 

Finally, even if any of the permit provisions could be considered unfunded mandates, under 
Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), a state mandate is not subject to 
reimbursement if the local agency has the authority to charge a fee. The local agency 
Permittees have the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to 
pay for compliance with this Order subject to certain voting requirements contained in the 
California Constitution. (See California Constitution XIII D, section 6, subdivision (c); see 
also Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. City of Salinas (2002) 98 Cal. App. 4th 1351, 
1358-1359.).  Additional fee authority has recently been established through amendments 
to the Los Angeles County Flood Control Act (Chapter 755 of the Statutes of 1915, as 
amended by Assembly Bill 2554 (2010)) to provide funding for municipalities, watershed 
authority groups, and the LACFCD to initiate, plan, design, construct, implement, operate, 
maintain, and sustain projects and services to improve surface water quality and reduce 
storm water and non-storm water pollution in the LACFCD, which will directly support 
Permittees’ implementation of the requirements in this Order. The Fact Sheet demonstrates 
that numerous activities contribute to the pollutant loading in the municipal separate storm 
sewer system.  Local agencies can levy service charges, fees, or assessments on these 
activities, independent of real property ownership.  (See, e.g., Apartment Ass’n of Los 
Angeles County, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 24 Cal.4th 830, 842 [upholding 
inspection fees associated with renting property].)  The authority and ability of a local 
agency to defray the cost of a program without raising taxes indicates that a program does 
not entail a cost subject to subvention. (Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 
Cal. App.4th 794, 812, quoting Connell v. Superior court (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382, 401; 
County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487-488.)  

XVI. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Regional Water Board staff held a kick-off meeting on May 25, 2011 to discuss the 
preliminary schedule for permit development; identify potential alternative permit structures; 
and outline some of the major technical and policy aspects of permit development. All LA 
County MS4 Permittees, as well as other known interested stakeholders, were invited to 
attend. Ninety-five individuals attended the meeting, representing most of the permittees as 
well as environmental organizations. After a presentation by Board staff, Permittees and 
interested persons had an initial opportunity to ask questions of staff, raise concerns, and 
provide feedback.  
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At the May 25, 2011 kick-off meeting, Board staff requested input from the attendees on 
various permit structures. In order to solicit more focused input from permittees on 
alternative permit structures, and per suggestions at the kick-off meeting, Board staff 
developed and distributed an on-line survey to permittees using the on-line survey tool, 
SurveyMonkey®.  The survey was distributed to all Los Angeles County MS4 Permittees on 
June 14, 2011 and responses were requested within two weeks. Fifty-two permittees 
responded using the on-line survey tool. The on-line survey sought input on several options 
for permit structure, including an individual permit for each municipality, a single permit for 
all permittees (i.e., the existing permit structure), and a single or multiple watershed-based 
permits.  

Regional Water Board staff also held three topical workshops on December 15, 2011, 
January 23, 2012, and March 1, 2012. At the December 2011 workshop, staff discussed 
and invited feedback on: tentative permit requirements for the “minimum control measures” 
that comprise Permittees core storm water management program, approaches to 
addressing non-storm water MS4 discharges, and options for flexibility in permit 
requirements to address watershed priorities. At the January 2012 workshop, staff 
discussed and invited feedback on: tentative permit requirements to implement TMDL 
waste load allocations assigned to MS4 discharges and monitoring and reporting 
requirements for this Order. At the March 2012 workshop, staff discussed the use of water 
quality-based effluent limitations in this Order, discussed a revised proposal for monitoring 
requirements based on comments from the January 2012 workshop, and provided 
additional detail on proposed minimum control measure requirements.  

Three Regional Water Board workshops were held during regularly scheduled Board 
meetings on November 10, 2011, April 5, 2012, and May 3, 2012. At the November 2011 
Board workshop, staff discussed the objectives for the new permit, the status and schedule 
for permit development, alternatives for permit structure, provisions to implement TMDL 
WLAs, and provisions for minimum control measures, and identified preliminary 
considerations related to provisions for non-storm water discharges, receiving water 
limitations, water quality-based effluent limitations, and requirements for monitoring and 
reporting. 

Prior to the April 5, 2012 Board workshop, staff released complete working proposals of the 
permit provisions related to two key parts of this Order: the storm water management 
program “minimum control measures” and the non-storm water MS4 discharge prohibitions 
on March 21, 2012 and March 28, 2012, respectively. Staff provided Permittees and 
interested persons the opportunity to submit written and oral comments over a period of 
three weeks for early consideration by staff prior to the release of the tentative Order. At the 
April 2012 Board workshop, staff presented the working proposals and the Board invited 
public comments. Detailed comments were made on both working proposals, and in 
particular, comments were made on how to address “essential” non-storm water discharges 
from potable water supplies and fire fighting activities in this Order. 

Prior to the May 3, 2012 Board workshop, staff released complete working proposals of the 
permit provisions related to three other key parts of this Order: provisions for watershed 
management programs, TMDL-related requirements, and receiving water limitations 
language. Staff provided Permittees and interested persons the opportunity to submit 
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written and oral comments over a period of three weeks for early consideration by staff 
prior to the release of the tentative Order. At the May 2012 Board workshop, staff 
presented the three working proposals and the Board invited public comments. Staff 
answered extensive questions from Board members following public comments. 

In addition to staff and Board workshops, Regional Water Board staff met regularly with 
Permittees, including the LA Permit Group (a coalition of 62 of the 86 Permittees covered 
by this Order), the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the County of Los 
Angeles, the City of Los Angeles, and interested environmental organizations including 
Heal the Bay, Santa Monica Baykeeper, and the Natural Resources Defense Council 
(NRDC). Staff also met on several occasions with other affected agencies including large 
public water suppliers (Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and Metropolitan 
Water District), small community water suppliers, and local fire departments.  

Finally, staff hosted several “joint” meetings to bring together key leaders among the 
Permittees and environmental organizations to discuss significant issues and work towards 
consensus on these issues where possible. The first two of these were held on May 17, 
2012 and May 31, 2012, during which the group discussed permit requirements for USEPA 
established TMDLs. Staff prepared a working proposal based on the areas of agreement 
from the May 17th joint meeting, and distributed the proposal for review prior to the second 
meeting on May 31st. The proposal was discussed and refined at the second meeting. A 
third meeting is scheduled for June 14, 2012.  

Prior to the Board’s consideration of this Order, the Regional Water Board notified the 
Permittees and all interested agencies and persons of its intent to hold a hearing to issue 
an NPDES permit for discharges from the Los Angeles County MS4 and provided them 
with an opportunity to submit written comments over a 45-day period.  The procedures 
followed for submission of written comments are described in the Notice of Hearing and 
Opportunity to Comment published for this Order. Notification was provided through the 
Regional Water Board’s website, the Regional Water Board’s e-mail subscription service, 
and the LA Times. 

The Regional Water Board held a public hearing on the tentative Order during its regular 
Board meeting on September 6-7, 2012.  Permittees and interested persons were invited to 
attend.  At the public hearing, the Regional Water Board heard testimony and comments 
pertinent to the discharge and this Order.  The hearing procedures followed by the 
Regional Water Board are described in the Notice of Hearing and Opportunity to Comment 
published for this Order.  
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ATTACHMENT G.  NON-STORM WATER ACTION LEVELS AND MUNICIPAL ACTION 

LEVELS 

I. SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED AREA  

 
Table G-1. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Chloride mg/L 3 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 3 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
3 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
4
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
4
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
5 5 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

4
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
5
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-2. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
3
 10,000

4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
3
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 5 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
6
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
7 7 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
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4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
7
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-1 and Table H-3 action levels. 

 
Table G-3. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
1, 2

 10,000
2, 3

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
1
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
1
 104

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 4 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Methylene Blue Active 
Substances 

mg/L 0.5
5
 -- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-4. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
1
 230

1
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
2
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
2
 104

3
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 
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2
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

II. LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-5. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 4 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
5 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
6
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-6. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Chloride mg/L 6 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 6 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
6 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
7 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan.  

7
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
8
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-5 and Table H-7 action levels. 

 
Table G-7. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Nitrite Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 5 -- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Turbidity NTU 5
6 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan.  

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
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Table G-8. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Turbidity NTU 75 100 225 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

III. DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-9. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-10. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH s.u 6.5-8.5
1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-9 and Table H-11 action levels. 

 
Table G-11. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH s.u 6.5-8.5
1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 

 
Table G-12. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH s.u 6.0-9.0
1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total µg/L 3 12 30 
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Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Recoverable 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

IV. BALLONA CREEK WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-13. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
4 4 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-14. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Cyanide µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
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1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-13 and Table H-15 action levels. 

 
Table G-15. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.5-8.5

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
3,
 
4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 1.0 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 

 
Table G-16. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 
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2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

V. MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA NON-STORM WATER ACTION 
LEVELS  

 
Table G-17. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Sulfate mg/L 
3 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
3 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-18. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
1
 235

2
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
3
 10,000

4
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
3
 104

4
 

Sulfate mg/L 
5 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 
1
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

2
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

3
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-19. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
1, 2

 10,000
2, 3
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
1
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
1
 104

3
 

Sulfate mg/L 
4 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 
1
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-20. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
1
 230

1
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
2
 400

3
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml -- 35
2
 104

3
 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

1
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

2
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

 

VI. SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA 

 
Table G-21. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or less than 1 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Chloride mg/L 4 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 4
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
4 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
4 

-- 
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Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
5
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.3 8.5 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 
6 6 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6
 

6
 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 
6 6 

1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

5
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters or receiving waters with underlying groundwater designated for 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
6
 Action levels are hardness dependent.  See Section VII of this Attachment for a listing of the applicable action levels. 

 
Table G-22. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity between 1 ppt and 10 ppt) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

E. Coli Bacteria #/100 ml 126
2
 235

3
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
4
 10,000

5
 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
4
 400

5
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
4
 104

5
 

Chloride mg/L 6 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 6
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
6 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
6 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
7
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 
8 8 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 4.1 8.2 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8
 

8
 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 
8 8 

1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 E. Coli density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 126/100 ml. 

3
 E. Coli density in a single sample shall not exceed 235/100 ml.  

4
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
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5
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
6
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

7
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 
8
 The applicable action level is the most stringent between corresponding Table H-21 and Table H-23 action levels. 

 
Table G-23. Action Levels for Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed  
Bays, and Estuaries (with receiving water salinity equal to or greater than  
10 ppt 95% or more of the time) 

Parameter Units Average Monthly Daily Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 1,000
2, 3

 10,000
2, 4

 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 200
2
 400

4
 

Enterococcus Bacteria #/100 ml 35
2
 104

4
 

Chloride mg/L 5 -- 

Nitrate Nitrogen, Total (as N) mg/L 5
 -- 

Sulfate mg/L 
5 

-- 

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 
5 

-- 

Aluminum, Total 
Recoverable 

mg/L 1.0
6
 -- 

Cyanide, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.50 1.0 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 7.7 15 

Copper, Total Recoverable µg/L 2.9 5.8 

Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 7.0 14 

Mercury, Total Recoverable µg/L 0.051 0.10 

Nickel, Total Recoverable µg/L 6.8 14 

Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 1.1 2.2 

Selenium, Total Recoverable µg/L 58 117 

Zinc, Total Recoverable µg/L 47 95 
1
 Within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 at all times. 

2
 Total coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 1,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
3
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

4
 Total coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall 

not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 104/100 ml. 
5
 In accordance with applicable water quality objectives contained in Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Basin Plan. 

6
 Applicable only to discharges to receiving waters designated for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) use as specified 

in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Basin Plan. 

 
Table G-24. Action Levels for Discharges to Ocean Waters (Surf Zone) 

Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

pH 
Standard 

units 
6.0-9.0

1
 

Total Coliform Bacteria #/100 ml 70
2
 230

2
 -- 

Fecal Coliform 
Bacteria 

#/100 ml -- 200
3
 400

4
 

Enterococcus #/100 ml -- 35
3
 104

4
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Parameter Units 6-Month Median Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous 

Maximum 

Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 1 4 10 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 3 12 30 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 2 8 20 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.04 0.16 0.4 

Nickel, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 5 20 50 

Silver, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 0.7 2.8 7.0 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 15 60 150 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

µg/L 20 80 200 

1
 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 

2
 In areas where shellfish may be harvested for human consumption, as determined by the Regional Water Board, the 

median total coliform density shall not exceed 70/100 ml and not more than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed 
230/100 ml. 

3
 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a 

geometric mean of 35/100 ml. 
4
 Fecal coliform density in a single sample shall not exceed 400/100 ml. Enterococcus density shall not exceed a geometric 

mean of 104/100 ml. 

VII. HARDNESS-BASED ACTION LEVELS FOR METALS 

 

Cadmium, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.1 0.2 125.0 2.4 4.8 245.0 4.1 8.2 

10.0 0.2 0.3 130.0 2.5 5.0 250.0 4.1 8.3 

15.0 0.3 0.5 135.0 2.5 5.1 255.0 4.2 8.4 

20.0 0.4 0.7 140.0 2.6 5.3 260.0 4.3 8.5 

25.0 0.5 0.9 145.0 2.7 5.4 265.0 4.3 8.7 

30.0 0.6 1.2 150.0 2.8 5.5 270.0 4.4 8.8 

35.0 0.7 1.4 155.0 2.8 5.7 275.0 4.5 8.9 

40.0 0.8 1.6 160.0 2.9 5.8 280.0 4.5 9.1 

45.0 0.9 1.8 165.0 3.0 6.0 285.0 4.6 9.2 

50.0 1.0 2.1 170.0 3.1 6.1 290.0 4.6 9.3 

55.0 1.1 2.3 175.0 3.1 6.3 295.0 4.7 9.4 

60.0 1.3 2.5 180.0 3.2 6.4 300.0 4.8 9.6 

65.0 1.4 2.8 185.0 3.3 6.5 310.0 4.9 9.8 

70.0 1.5 3.0 190.0 3.3 6.7 320.0 5.0 10.1 

75.0 1.6 3.2 195.0 3.4 6.8 330.0 5.1 10.3 

80.0 1.7 3.4 200.0 3.5 7.0 340.0 5.3 10.5 

85.0 1.8 3.6 205.0 3.5 7.1 350.0 5.4 10.8 
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Cadmium, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

90.0 1.9 3.7 210.0 3.6 7.2 360.0 5.5 11.0 

95.0 1.9 3.9 215.0 3.7 7.4 370.0 5.6 11.3 

100.0 2.0 4.0 220.0 3.7 7.5 380.0 5.7 11.5 

105.0 2.1 4.2 225.0 3.8 7.6 390.0 5.9 11.7 

110.0 2.2 4.3 230.0 3.9 7.8 400.0 6.0 12.0 

115.0 2.2 4.5 235.0 3.9 7.9 >400 6.0 12.0 

120.0 2.3 4.7 240.0 4.0 8.0    

 

Copper, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.4 0.8 125.0 8.6 17.2 245.0 16.2 32.5 

10.0 0.8 1.6 130.0 8.9 17.9 250.0 16.5 33.1 

15.0 1.2 2.3 135.0 9.2 18.5 255.0 16.8 33.8 

20.0 1.5 3.1 140.0 9.6 19.2 260.0 17.1 34.4 

25.0 1.9 3.8 145.0 9.9 19.8 265.0 17.4 35.0 

30.0 2.2 4.5 150.0 10.2 20.5 270.0 17.8 35.6 

35.0 2.6 5.2 155.0 10.5 21.1 275.0 18.1 36.2 

40.0 2.9 5.9 160.0 10.8 21.8 280.0 18.4 36.9 

45.0 3.3 6.6 165.0 11.2 22.4 285.0 18.6 37.4 

50.0 3.6 7.3 170.0 11.5 23.0 290.0 18.9 38.0 

55.0 4.0 8.0 175.0 11.8 23.7 295.0 19.2 38.5 

60.0 4.3 8.6 180.0 12.1 24.3 300.0 19.5 39.1 

65.0 4.6 9.3 185.0 12.4 25.0 310.0 20.0 40.2 

70.0 5.0 10.0 190.0 12.8 25.6 320.0 20.6 41.3 

75.0 5.3 10.7 195.0 13.1 26.2 330.0 21.1 42.4 

80.0 5.6 11.3 200.0 13.4 26.9 340.0 21.7 43.5 

85.0 6.0 12.0 205.0 13.7 27.5 350.0 22.2 44.6 

90.0 6.3 12.7 210.0 14.0 28.1 360.0 22.8 45.7 

95.0 6.6 13.3 215.0 14.3 28.7 370.0 23.3 46.8 

100.0 7.0 14.0 220.0 14.6 29.4 380.0 23.8 47.8 

105.0 7.3 14.6 225.0 15.0 30.0 390.0 24.4 48.9 

110.0 7.6 15.3 230.0 15.3 30.6 400.0 24.9 50.0 

115.0 7.9 15.9 235.0 15.6 31.3 >400 24.9 50.0 

120.0 8.3 16.6 240.0 15.9 31.9    

 

Lead, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 0.1 0.1 125.0 3.5 6.9 245.0 8.1 16.3 

10.0 0.1 0.3 130.0 3.6 7.3 250.0 8.3 16.7 
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Lead, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

15.0 0.2 0.5 135.0 3.8 7.6 255.0 8.6 17.2 

20.0 0.3 0.7 140.0 4.0 8.0 260.0 8.8 17.6 

25.0 0.4 0.9 145.0 4.2 8.4 265.0 9.0 18.0 

30.0 0.6 1.1 150.0 4.4 8.7 270.0 9.2 18.5 

35.0 0.7 1.4 155.0 4.5 9.1 275.0 9.4 18.9 

40.0 0.8 1.6 160.0 4.7 9.5 280.0 9.6 19.3 

45.0 0.9 1.9 165.0 4.9 9.9 285.0 9.9 19.8 

50.0 1.1 2.2 170.0 5.1 10.2 290.0 10.1 20.2 

55.0 1.2 2.4 175.0 5.3 10.6 295.0 10.3 20.7 

60.0 1.4 2.7 180.0 5.5 11.0 300.0 10.5 21.1 

65.0 1.5 3.0 185.0 5.7 11.4 310.0 11.0 22.0 

70.0 1.7 3.3 190.0 5.9 11.8 320.0 11.4 22.9 

75.0 1.8 3.6 195.0 6.1 12.2 330.0 11.9 23.8 

80.0 2.0 3.9 200.0 6.3 12.6 340.0 12.3 24.8 

85.0 2.1 4.2 205.0 6.5 13.0 350.0 12.8 25.7 

90.0 2.3 4.6 210.0 6.7 13.4 360.0 13.3 26.6 

95.0 2.4 4.9 215.0 6.9 13.8 370.0 13.7 27.6 

100.0 2.6 5.2 220.0 7.1 14.2 380.0 14.2 28.5 

105.0 2.8 5.5 225.0 7.3 14.6 390.0 14.7 29.5 

110.0 2.9 5.9 230.0 7.5 15.1 400.0 15.2 30.5 

115.0 3.1 6.2 235.0 7.7 15.5 >400 15.2 30.5 

120.0 3.3 6.6 240.0 7.9 15.9    

 

Nickel, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 3.4 6.8 125.0 51.5 103.3 245.0 90.9 182.5 

10.0 6.1 12.2 130.0 53.2 106.7 250.0 92.5 185.6 

15.0 8.6 17.2 135.0 54.9 110.2 255.0 94.1 188.7 

20.0 10.9 21.9 140.0 56.6 113.6 260.0 95.6 191.9 

25.0 13.2 26.5 145.0 58.3 117.1 265.0 97.2 195.0 

30.0 15.4 30.9 150.0 60.0 120.5 270.0 98.7 198.1 

35.0 17.5 35.2 155.0 61.7 123.9 275.0 100.3 201.2 

40.0 19.6 39.4 160.0 63.4 127.2 280.0 101.8 204.3 

45.0 21.7 43.5 165.0 65.1 130.6 285.0 103.3 207.4 

50.0 23.7 47.6 170.0 66.8 133.9 290.0 104.9 210.4 

55.0 25.7 51.6 175.0 68.4 137.3 295.0 106.4 213.5 

60.0 27.7 55.5 180.0 70.1 140.6 300.0 107.9 216.6 

65.0 29.6 59.4 185.0 71.7 143.9 310.0 111.0 222.7 

70.0 31.5 63.2 190.0 73.3 147.1 320.0 114.0 228.7 

75.0 33.4 67.0 195.0 75.0 150.4 330.0 117.0 234.7 

80.0 35.3 70.8 200.0 76.6 153.7 340.0 120.0 240.7 
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Nickel, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

85.0 37.1 74.5 205.0 78.2 156.9 350.0 123.0 246.7 

90.0 39.0 78.2 210.0 79.8 160.2 360.0 125.9 252.7 

95.0 40.8 81.9 215.0 81.4 163.4 370.0 128.9 258.6 

100.0 42.6 85.5 220.0 83.0 166.6 380.0 131.8 264.5 

105.0 44.4 89.1 225.0 84.6 169.8 390.0 134.8 270.4 

110.0 46.2 92.7 230.0 86.2 173.0 400.0 137.7 276.2 

115.0 48.0 96.2 235.0 87.8 176.1 >400 137.7 276.2 

120.0 49.7 99.8 240.0 89.4 179.3    

 

Zinc, Total Recoverable 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

Hardness 
(mg/L as 
CaCO3) 

AMAL 
(µg/L) 

MDAL 
(µg/L) 

5.0 4.7 9.4 125.0 72.0 144.5 245.0 127.4 255.6 

10.0 8.5 17.0 130.0 74.5 149.4 250.0 129.6 260.0 

15.0 11.9 24.0 135.0 76.9 154.2 255.0 131.8 264.4 

20.0 15.2 30.6 140.0 79.3 159.1 260.0 134.0 268.8 

25.0 18.4 37.0 145.0 81.7 163.9 265.0 136.1 273.1 

30.0 21.5 43.1 150.0 84.1 168.6 270.0 138.3 277.5 

35.0 24.5 49.1 155.0 86.4 173.4 275.0 140.5 281.9 

40.0 27.4 55.0 160.0 88.8 178.1 280.0 142.6 286.2 

45.0 30.3 60.8 165.0 91.1 182.8 285.0 144.8 290.5 

50.0 33.1 66.5 170.0 93.5 187.5 290.0 146.9 294.8 

55.0 35.9 72.1 175.0 95.8 192.2 295.0 149.1 299.1 

60.0 38.7 77.6 180.0 98.1 196.8 300.0 151.2 303.4 

65.0 41.4 83.0 185.0 100.4 201.4 310.0 155.5 312.0 

70.0 44.1 88.4 190.0 102.7 206.0 320.0 159.7 320.5 

75.0 46.7 93.7 195.0 105.0 210.6 330.0 163.9 328.9 

80.0 49.3 99.0 200.0 107.3 215.2 340.0 168.1 337.4 

85.0 51.9 104.2 205.0 109.5 219.8 350.0 172.3 345.8 

90.0 54.5 109.4 210.0 111.8 224.3 360.0 176.5 354.1 

95.0 57.1 114.5 215.0 114.0 228.8 370.0 180.6 362.4 

100.0 59.6 119.6 220.0 116.3 233.3 380.0 184.8 370.7 

105.0 62.1 124.7 225.0 118.5 237.8 390.0 188.9 379.0 

110.0 64.6 129.7 230.0 120.7 242.3 400.0 193.0 387.2 

115.0 67.1 134.7 235.0 123.0 246.7 >400 193.0 387.2 

120.0 69.6 139.6 240.0 125.2 251.2    
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VIII. MUNICIPAL ACTION LEVELS 

 
Conventional Pollutants  
 
Pollutants pH TSS 

mg/L 
COD 
mg/L 

Kjedahl 
Nitrogen (TKN) 
mg/L 

Nitrate & Nitrite- 
total mg/L 

P- total 
mg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
7.70 

 
264.1 
 

 
247.5 
 

 
4.59 
 

 
1.85 
 

 
0.80 
 

 
 
Metals 
 
Pollutants Cd- total 

µg/L 
Cr-total 
µg/L 

Cu- total 
µg/L 

Pb- total 
µg/L 

Ni- total 
µg/L 

Zn- total 
µg/L 

Hg- total 
µg/L 

Municipal 
Action 
Level 

 
2.52 
 

 
20.20 
 

 
71.12 
 

 
102.00 
 

 
27.43 
 

 
641.3 
 

 
0.32 
 

 
 
This Order establishes Municipal Action Levels (MALs) to identify subwatersheds requiring 
additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutant loads and prioritize 
implementation of additional BMPs.  MALs for selected pollutants are based on nationwide 
Phase I MS4 monitoring data for pollutants in storm water 
(http://unix.eng.ua.edu/~rpitt/Research/ms4/mainms4.shtml, last visited on May 9, 2012).  The 
MALs were obtained by computing the upper 25th percentile for selected pollutants for Rain 
Zone 6.  
 
Under this Order, the Municipal Action Levels (MALs) shall be utilized by Permittees to identify 
subwatersheds discharging pollutants at levels in excess of the MALs.  Within those 
subwatersheds where pollutant levels in the discharge are in excess of the MALs, Permittees 
shall implement controls and measures necessary to reduce the discharge of pollutants.  
 
In order to determine if MS4 discharges are in excess of the MALs, Permittees shall conduct 
outfall monitoring as required in the Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) (Attachment E).  
A MAL Assessment Report shall be submitted to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer 
as part of the Annual Report. The MAL Assessment Report shall present the monitoring data in 
comparison to the applicable MALs, and identify those subwatersheds with a running average 
of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs listed in this attachment in 
discharges of storm water from the MS4. 
 
Beginning in Year 3 after the effective date of this Order, each Permittee shall submit a MAL 
Action Plan with the Annual Report (first MAL Action Plan due with December 15, 2013 Annual 
Report) to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, for those subwatersheds with a 
running average of twenty percent or greater of exceedances of the MALs in any discharge of 
storm water from the MS4.  The plan shall include an assessment of the sources responsible 
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for the MAL exceedances, the existing storm water programs and BMPs that address those 
sources, an assessment of potential program enhancements, alternative BMPs and actions the 
Permittee shall implement to reduce discharges to a level that is equivalent to or below the 
MALs, and an implementation schedule for such actions for Executive Officer approval.  The 
MAL Action Plan shall provide the technical rationale to demonstrate the proposed measures 
and controls will attain the MALs.  If the MAL Action Plan is not approved within 90 days of the 
due date, the Executive Officer may establish an appropriate plan with at least 90 day 
notification and consultation to the Permittees.  
 
Within 90 days of the plan approval by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, the 
Permittee shall initiate the BMPs and actions proposed in the MAL Action Plan, together with 
any other practicable BMPs or actions that the Executive Officer determines to be necessary to 
meet the MALs.  The Permittee shall complete the proposed actions in accordance with the 
approved implementation schedule.  
 
Upon completion of the actions specified in the approved MAL Action Plan, the Permittee shall 
re-monitor the subject subwatershed in accordance with the MRP, and submit a Post-Project 
MAL Assessment Report to the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. 
 
As additional data become available through the MRP or from the Regional Subset of the 
National Dataset, MALs may be revised annually by the Regional Water Board Executive 
Officer in accordance with an equivalent statistical method as that used to establish the MALs 
in this attachment with at least 90 day notification and consultation to the Permittees. 
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Maria Mehranian, Chairperson
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: Comment Period for Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges

Honorable Chairperson Mehranian:

This letter is to request the Regional Board to provide sufficient time for review the draft NPDES Permit for MS4
Discharges needed to make this process open and transparent.

The LA Permit Group is in receipt of the Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment and Notice of Public Hearing for the
Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges and of the draft permit. This draft permit is over 500 pages and incorporates
provisions for 33 TMDLs and implementation requirements, new low impact development requirements and extensive
new requirements for new water quality monitoring, however our permittees have been given only 45 days to provide
written comments.

While we understand a new MS4 Permit is long overdue in LA County, we do not understand why the Regional Board
would want to rush this landmark regulation through the approval process. It is in everyone’s best interest to keep the
permitting process as open and transparent as possible. Through this entire process, the LA Permit Group has
committed to a process that would cooperatively develop the next MS4 Permit. We have made every effort to stay
engaged in the process and have proactively sought involvement in all aspects of the Permit development. The LA
Permit Group is appreciative of the efforts the Board and Staff has taken to review certain aspects of the Permit with
permittees in workshops; however, upon release of the Tentative, many of the Permit provisions contained substantial
changes from previous versions, or contained brand new sections that we had not yet seen throughout this process.
Seeing the permit in its entirety and having the opportunity to understand how each of the sections and programs work
together is imperative in order for permittees to fully understand the permit provisions and to prepare comments.

We believe the Regional Board wants a review process that is open and transparent; however, providing permittees only
45 days to comment makes it impossible for this process to be open and transparent. In order to develop and provide
relevant and meaningful comments, each permittees must first:

• Read a 500 page permit,
• Study the 500 page permit to understand how the provisions work together,
• Compare it to the last permit,
• Evaluate the resource needs to comply with the permit,
• Determine the fiscal and organizational impacts on city services; this requires coordination with several city

departments,
• Prepare legal review and comments,

July 2, 2012

LA PERMIT GROUP

RB-AR4502



Comment Period for Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges
Page 2 of 2

• Present information to and gather feedback from municipal governing body (the process of scheduling an item
for a City Council Agenda requires at least 30-60 days in most cities). This does not allow staff time to conduct
the following items listed above prior to presenting to their governing bodies, and then

• prepare written comments

Additionally, emphasis on coordination of comments has been called out in the Notice of Opportunity for Public
Comment and Notice of Public Hearing for the Draft NPDES Permit. The 45-day comment period does not allow time for
permittees to fully discuss the permit amongst each other in order to adequately coordinate comments and responses.
This process is not only desired by permittees, but also necessary as many of the permit provisions are intended for
permittees to work together on a watershed (or sub-watershed) scale. In order to fully understand how these
provisions will work on a watershed scale, it is necessary that permittees (staff and elected officials) be allowed
adequate time to fully understand the permit, coordinate and prepare comments.

Furthermore, for this process to be clearly open and transparent, permittee (City) staff should be given sufficient time to
vet this permit within our agency staff and with our elected officials and then be given time to discuss and negotiate
issues with Regional Board staff prior to the Tentative Draft comments due date.

The LA Permit Group respectfully requests for the comment period to be extended by 180 working days for permittees
to first try to work with Regional Board staff to draft a permit that has a reasonable chance for compliance and then
prepare written comments on un-resolved issues. Additionally, we request that a Revised Tentative Permit be released
with a 45-day comment period so that permittees have the opportunity to see any changes made to the Permit and
have the chance to provide comments prior to the Adoption Hearing.

If you have any questions or request additional information, I may be reached at (626) 932-5577 or
hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us.

H4MaloLjh&r
LA Permit Group

cc: Charles Stringer, Vice Chairperson
Francine Diamond, Boardmember
Mary Ann Lutz, Boardmember
Madelyn Glickfield, Boardmember
Maria Camacho, Board member
Irma Camacho, Boardmember
Lawrence Vee, Boa rdmember
Samuel Unger, Executive Officer
Senator Ed Hernandez
Senator Bob Huff
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COMMUNITY SERVICES & WATER DEPARTMENT
Samuel Kevin Wilson, Director of Community Services & Water

4305 Santa Fe Avenue, Vernon, California 90058

Telephone (323) 583-8811 Fax (323) 826-1435

July 3,2012

Maria Mehranian, Chairperson

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

N-l
Via Electronic Mail- LAMS420 12(à2waterboards.ca,gQY

RE: REQUEST FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD TIME EXTENSION
REGARDING THE TENTATIVE NPDES PERMIT FOR MS4 DISCHARGES WITHIN
THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, INCLUDING
UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND THE
INCORPORATED CITIES THEREIN, EXCEPT THE CITY OF LONG BEACH (NPDES
PERMIT NO. CAS004001)

Dear Honorable Chairperson Mehranian:

On behalf of the City of Vernon, a named Permittee of the tentative National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NDES) for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges within the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District, including unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and
the incorporated cities therein, except the City of Long Beach (NPDES Permit No. CAS004001), we
request at minimum a 180-day time extension to review and comment on the aforementioned permit. We
would like to express our interest in submitting comments, but the 45-day comment period provided to
Permittees is an insuffcient amount of time to perform an adequate review and provide meaningful
comments. Additionally, we request that a revised tentative permit be released with a reasonable
comment period so that Permittees have the opportunity to review any changes made to the permit and
have an opportunity to provide comments prior to the adoption hearing.

The draft Los Angeles County NPDES MS4 Permit is not only voluminous, it is also an
exceptionally complex technical document with requirements that are enormously intricate and have
significant, far-reaching implications. The requirements deal not just with the compliance points but also
with compliance schedules that immediately place the Permittees out of compliance and potentially liable
for third-party lawsuits. As a Permittee, we are just beginning to understand the range of risks that might
result from these requirements.

Moreover, the opportunity for public comment on other NPDES Permits such as the Caltrans,
Ventura County NPDES MS4 and General Construction Permits was much more generous and as much

PJ(usivefy Ináustria(
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as two (2) years to review these respective draft NPDES permits. The City needs adequate time to
carefully review each of the requirements and provide meaningful comments. A fort-five (45) day
comment period is simply an inadequate amount of time to fully examine the tentative Los Angeles
County NPDES MS4 permit.

We understand that Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board staff has set July 23,
20 12, as the deadline for Permittees to submit comments on the draft permit. Yet this is insuffcient time
for our staff to review the 500+page permit, fully understand the implications of the permit, its effects on
both the City's resources and financial capabilities then to meet and confer with our management and City
CounciL. With so much at stake the impacted cities review should notbe rushed and sacrificed.

In anticipation of the Supreme Court's decision to hear the Los Angeles County's appeal on the
case involving NRDC v. Los Angeles County Flood Control District, this too may make a significant
impact on the responsibilities of this tentative Los Angeles County NPDES MS4 permit. Therefore, the
review period should not end until such time as the Court has rendered its opinion.

We hope you understand our concerns and that the Permittees be given additional time to
adequately review and respond to the tentative Los Angeles County NPDES MS4 permit. This simply
cannot be accomplished within the 45-day window. As such, the City of Vernon respectfully requests at
minimum a i 80-day time extension to review and comment on the aforementioned permit. Additionally,
we request that a revised tentative permit be released with a reasonable comment period so that Permittees
have the oppoitunity to review any changes made to the permit and have an opportunity to provide
comments prior to the adoption hearing.

.Æ~~"/
til',o'/

"'/'S"~ vin Wilson, P.E.

Director of Community Services & Water

Sincerely,

Leonard Grossberg, MPA, R.E.H.
Interim Director/Health Offcer
Health & Environmental Control Department

SKW/LG/jt/ea

c: Samuel Unger, LARWCB Executive Offcer
Renee A. Purdy, Regional Programs Section Chief
Ivar Ridgeway, Stormwater Permitting Section Chief
Mark Whitworth, City Administrator
Vernon City Council
LARWQC Board Members
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July 11, 2012 
 
Maria Mehranian, Chairperson 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region 
320 West 4th St., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
 
SUBJECT: Comment Period for Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges 
 
Honorable Chairperson Mehranian: 
 
This letter is to request that the Regional Board provide sufficient time for review the draft NPDES 
Permit for MS4 Discharges needed to make this process open and transparent. 
 
The City of San Gabriel is in receipt of the Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment and Notice of 
Public Hearing for the Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges and of the draft permit. This draft 
permit is over 500 pages and incorporates provisions for 33 TMDLs and implementation 
requirements, new low impact development requirements and extensive new requirements for new 
water quality monitoring, however our permittees have been given a mere 45 days to provide written 
comments. 
 
While we understand a new MS4 Permit is long overdue in Los Angeles County, we do not 
understand why the Regional Board would want to rush this landmark regulation through the 
approval process. It is in everyone’s best interest to keep the permitting process as open and 
transparent as possible. Through this entire process, the City of San Gabriel has committed to a 
process that would cooperatively develop the next MS4 Permit. We have made every effort to stay 
engaged in the process and have proactively sought involvement in all aspects of the Permit 
development. The City of San Gabriel is appreciative of the efforts the Board and Staff has taken to 
review certain aspects of the Permit with permittees in workshops; however, upon release of the 
Tentative, many of the Permit provisions contained substantial changes from previous versions, or 
contained brand new sections that we had not yet seen throughout this process. Seeing the permit in 
its entirety and having the opportunity to understand how each of the sections and programs work 
together is imperative in order for permittees to fully understand the permit provisions and to prepare 
comments.  
 
We believe the Regional Board wants a review process that is open and transparent; however, 
providing permittees only 45 days to comment makes it impossible for this process to be open and 
transparent. In order to develop and provide relevant and meaningful comments, each permittee 
must: read the 502-page permit and associated appendices; study the permit to understand how the 
provisions work together; compare it to the last permit; evaluate the fiscal and staffing resource needs 
to comply with the permit; determine the associated impacts on city services; prepare legal review 
and comments; present information to city management and elected officials; and then, finally, 
prepare written comments. 
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Emphasis on coordination of comments has been called out in the Notice of Opportunity for Public 
Comment and Notice of Public Hearing for the Draft NPDES Permit. The 45-day comment period 
does not allow time for permittees to fully discuss the permit amongst each other in order to 
adequately coordinate comments and responses. This process is not only desired by permittees, but 
also necessary as many of the permit provisions are intended for permittees to work together on a 
watershed (or sub-watershed) scale. In order to fully understand how these provisions will work on a 
watershed scale, it is necessary that permittees (staff and elected officials) be allowed adequate time 
to fully understand the permit, coordinate and prepare comments.  
 
Furthermore, for this process to be truly open and transparent, permittee staff should be allowed 
sufficient time to review this permit with other internal staff (e.g., city management and affected 
departments such as planning, code enforcement, fire, and water) as well as with our elected officials 
and be given time to discuss and negotiate issues with Regional Board staff prior to the Tentative 
Draft comments due date.  
 
The City of San Gabriel respectfully requests that the comment period be extended by 180 working 
days to allow permittees time to work with Regional Board staff to reach agreement on numerous 
critical issues and then prepare written comments on still unresolved issues that may remain. 
Additionally, we request that a Revised Tentative Permit be released with a 45-day comment period 
so that permittees have the opportunity to review the changes and provide any final comments prior 
to the Adoption Hearing. 
 
If you have any questions or request additional information, I may be reached at (626) 308-2806 ext. 
4631 or dgrilley@sgch.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
 
Daren T. Grilley, PE 
City Engineer 
 
copy: 

Kevin Sawkins, Mayor 
Steve Preston, City Manager 
Jennifer Davis, Community Development Director 
Charles Stringer, Board Vice Chairperson 
Francine Diamond, Boardmember 
Mary Ann Lutz, Boardmember 
Madelyn Glickfield, Boardmember 
Maria Camacho, Board member 
Irma Camacho, Boardmember 
Lawrence Yee, Boardmember 
Samuel Unger, Executive Officer 
Senator Carol Liu 
Senator Ed Hernandez 
  

Letter to Chairperson Mehranian 
July 10, 2012 
Page 2 of 2 
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125  East College Street  Covina, California 91723-2199 
 
 
 
 
Public Works Department 
Development Services Division 
Environmental Services Section 
(626) 384-5480 • FAX (626) 384-5479 

 

 
 

July 12, 2012 
 

Maria Mehranian, Chairperson 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region 
320 West 4th St., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

 

 
 

SUBJECT:  REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE LOS ANGELES MS4 PERMIT 
COMMENT PERIOD BY 180 WORKING DAYS 

 
Honorable Chairperson Mehranian: 

 
The City of Covina respectfully requests that the Regional Board provide sufficient time for the 
City and other stakeholders to review the draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges by extending 
the comment period by 180 working days.   This additional time is needed to ensure that the 
permit  development  process  is  open  and  transparent.    The current  timeline  rushes  the 
process and does not provide sufficient opportunity for the regulated cities to understand, 
analyze and comment on the myriad of provisions and impacts of the proposed permit. 

 
The City of Covina is in receipt of the Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment and Notice of 
Public Hearing for the Draft NPDES Permit for MS4 Discharges and of the draft permit that was 
made available on June 6, 2012.  The comment period that closes at noon on July 23, 2012, 
provides cities a mere 45 calendar days to review the Draft Permit, which is over 500 pages and 
incorporates provisions for 33 TMDLs and implementation requirements, new low impact 
development requirements and extensive new requirements for new water quality monitoring. 

 
While we understand a new MS4 Permit is long overdue in LA County, we do not understand 
why the Regional Board would want to rush this landmark regulation through the approval 
process.  It is in everyone’s best interest to keep the permitting process as open and transparent 
as possible.  Through this entire process, as part of the LA Permit Group, the City of Covina has 
committed to a process that would cooperatively develop the next MS4 Permit.  The City of 
Covina is appreciative of the efforts the Board and Staff has taken to review certain aspects of 
the Permit with permittees in workshops; however, upon release of the Tentative, many of the 
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Permit provisions contained substantial changes from previous versions, or contained brand new 
sections that we had not yet seen throughout this process.  Seeing the permit in its entirety and 
having the opportunity to understand how each of the sections and programs work together is 
imperative in order for permittees to fully understand the permit provisions and to prepare 
comments. 
 
We believe the Regional Board wants a review process that is open and transparent; however, 
providing permittees only 45 days to comment makes it impossible for this process to be open 
and transparent.  In order to develop and provide relevant and meaningful comments, each 
permittees must first: 

 Read a 500 page permit, 
 Study the 500 page permit to understand how the provisions work together, 
 Compare it to the last permit, 
 Evaluate the resource needs to comply with the permit, 
 Determine  the  fiscal  and  organizational  impacts  on  city  services;  this  requires 

coordination with several city departments, 
 Prepare legal review and comments, 
 Present information to and gather feedback from municipal governing body (the process 

of scheduling an item for a City Council Agenda requires at least 30-60 days in most 
cities).  This does not allow staff time to conduct the following items listed above prior to 
presenting to their governing bodies, and then 

 prepare written comments 
 
Additionally, emphasis on coordination of comments has been called out in the Notice of 
Opportunity for Public Comment and Notice of Public Hearing for the Draft NPDES Permit. 
The 45-day comment period does not allow time for permittees to fully discuss the permit 
amongst each other in order to adequately coordinate comments and responses.  This process is 
not only desired by permittees, but also necessary as many of the permit provisions are intended 
for permittees to work together on a watershed (or sub-watershed) scale.  In order to fully 
understand how these provisions will work on a watershed scale, it is necessary that permittees 
(staff and elected officials) be allowed adequate time to fully understand the permit, coordinate 
and prepare comments. 
 
Furthermore, for this process to be clearly open and transparent, permittee (City) staff should be 
given sufficient time to vet this permit within our agency staff and with our elected officials and 
then  be  given  time  to  discuss  and  negotiate  issues  with  Regional  Board  staff  prior  to  the 
Tentative Draft comments due date. 
 
The City of Covina respectfully requests for the comment period to be extended by 180 working 
days for permittees to first try to work with Regional Board staff to draft a permit that has a 
reasonable chance for compliance and then prepare written comments on un-resolved issues. 
Additionally, we request that a Revised Tentative Permit be released with a 45-day comment 
period so that permittees have the opportunity to see any changes made to the Permit and have 
the chance to provide comments prior to the Adoption Hearing. 
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Finally, please replace the City of Covina’s Facility Contact name listed in the Draft Permit with 
my name, Vivian Castro, Environmental Services Manager.   The other contact information 
listed for the City, including my email, is correct. If you have any questions or request additional 
information, I may be reached at (626) 384-5480. 

 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 

Vivian Castro 
Environmental Services Manager 

 
cc: Charles Stringer, Vice Chairperson 

Francine Diamond, Boardmember 
Mary Ann Lutz, Boardmember 
Madelyn Glickfield, Boardmember 
Maria Camacho, Boardmember 
Irma Camacho, Boardmember 
Lawrence Yee, Boardmember 
Samuel Unger, Executive Officer 
Senator Ed Hernandez 
Assembly Member Roger Hernandez 
Covina City Council Members 
Daryl Parrish, City Manager 
Marco Martinez, City Attorney 
Steve Henley, Director of Public Works 
Kalieh Honish, Deputy Director of Public Works 

RB-AR4532



RB-AR4533



RB-AR4534



RB-AR4535



RB-AR4536



RB-AR4537



RB-AR4538



From:  Kirsten James <kjames@healthebay.org> 

To: Samuel Unger <sunger@waterboards.ca.gov> 

CC: Renee Purdy <rpurdy@waterboards.ca.gov>, Ivar Ridgeway <iridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov>, Deborah Smith 

<Dsmith@waterboards.ca.gov>, Liz Crosson <liz@smbaykeeper.org>, "Garrison, Noah" <ngarrison@nrdc.org> 

Date:  7/13/2012 10:25 AM 

Subject:  MS4 timing 

 

Dear Sam, 

 

 

 

During the July 9, 2012 stakeholder meeting and the July 12, 2012 Regional 

Board hearing, several stakeholders requested an extension of the comment 

period on the Draft Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System Permit, which is currently set for July 23, 2012.  Appropriately, 

Regional Board staff responded that the deadline would stand.  Heal the 

Bay, NRDC and Los Angeles Waterkeeper concur that the comment deadline and 

hearing dates (scheduled for September 6 and 7) should remain unchanged. 

Regional Board staff has held numerous workshops, released working draft 

documents of key sections of the permit and met with stakeholders on 

multiple occasions.  Thus, we believe a 45 day comment period is sufficient 

to review and comment on the Draft Permit.  Given that the Permit is more 

than five years overdue for renewal, it is important that the updated 

Permit is adopted as soon as possible.  Our organizations urge the Board 

not to delay these proceedings further. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Kirsten James, Heal the Bay 

 

Liz Crosson, Los Angeles Waterkeeper 

 

Noah Garrison, NRDC 
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August 23, 2012 
 

Via electronic mail 

 
Mr. Sam Unger 
Executive Officer and Members of the Board 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 
Email: iridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov     
 

Re: Request of NRDC, Los Angeles Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay for 

Party Status and Comments on Hearing Procedure for Los Angeles 

County MS4 Permit  

 
Dear Mr. Unger: 
 
On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), the Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper (“Waterkeeper”), and Heal the Bay, we are writing with regard to the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Regional Board”) Hearing on the 
Tentative National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit for 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges Within the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District, Including the County of Los Angeles, and the 
Incorporated Cities Therein, Except the City of Long Beach, Draft permit R4-2012-
XXXX, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (“Tentative Order”), scheduled for October 4-5, 
2012 (“Permit Hearing”). 
   
 
I. NRDC, Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay Request Party Status for the Permit 

Hearing  
 
Pursuant to Public Notice issued by the Regional Board on June 6, 2012 for the October 
4-5, 2012 hearing on the Tentative Order, the NRDC, Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay 
(collectively, “Environmental Groups”) each hereby request party status.  Environmental 
Groups have been deeply involved with the permit process for the draft Tentative Order 
and have been among the most active public interest organizations in the stormwater and 
urban runoff field in southern California, investing an enormous effort over many years 
to reduce water quality degradation related to stormwater runoff. 
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A. NRDC, Waterkeeper, and Heal the Bay Have Direct and Substantial 
Interests in This Proceeding that Justify Their Designation as Parties 
 

First, Environmental Groups represent members who recreate in the waters to which the 
Tentative Order regulates discharges of stormwater runoff.  The groups’ members are 
impacted by pollution in stormwater runoff and its resulting health impacts, and by beach 
closures which restrict the ability of residents and visitors in Los Angeles County to use 
the beach and local waters for recreation and other purposes.  
 
Second, Environmental Groups submitted extensive written comments and expert 
analysis on the Tentative Order on July 23, 2012, and have submitted written comments 
on prior staff working proposals for the permit’s Minimum Control Measures and  
(submitted April 13, 2012), Non-Storm Water Discharge Prohibitions (submitted April 
18, 2012) and its Receiving Water Limitations (“RWLs”), Total Maximum Daily Load 
(“TMDL”), and Watershed Program provisions (submitted May 14, 2012). 
Environmental Groups also presented testimony and/or participated at Regional Board 
Workshops on the draft Tentative Order on March 1, 2012, April 5, 2012, May 3, 2012, 
and July 3, 2012; participated in stakeholder discussions convened by Regional Board 
staff on May 17, 2012, May 31, 2012, and July 9, 2012; and met with Board staff to 
discuss draft permit terms on numerous additional occasions in 2011 and 2012.  We have 
worked throughout the drafting process to ensure the adopted Order will meet the 
requirements of federal and state law and achieve relevant requirements for water quality 
in Los Angeles County. 
 
Third, Environmental Groups also have a long history of working to adopt, strengthen 
and enforce the MS4 permit for Los Angeles County, the TMDLs it implements, and the 
water quality standards that it is designed to achieve.  For example, in 2003, 
Environmental Groups successfully intervened in a lawsuit filed by many of the 
Permittees against the Regional Board, challenging the application of water quality 
standards to stormwater in the 2001 Los Angeles County MS4 Permit.  (See, County of 

Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Bd. (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 
985.)  The California Appellate Court rejected the Permittees’ arguments and found that 
“substantial evidence” supported a finding by the trial court that the Permit’s restrictions 
on pollutant discharges were lawful.  (Id.)  In 2008, Environmental Groups successfully 
intervened in a lawsuit filed by many of the Permittees and the Building Industry Legal 
Defense Foundation against the Regional Board and State Water Resources Control 
Board (“State Board”) that sought an order requiring the Water Boards to declare the 
application of water quality standards to stormwater null and void and cease all activities 
relating the implementation and application of water quality standards to stormwater 
pending further review by the Boards.  (See, City of Arcadia v. State water Resources 

Control Bd. (2010) 191 Cal.App.4th 156.)  On Appeal, the Court determined, among 
other findings, that the “Regional Board's actions were compelled by federal law,” and 
that the Permittees could not cite to state law requirements to compel lower water quality 
levels.  (Id. at 179.)  NRDC and Waterkeeper are further parties to litigation seeking to 
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enforce violations of the current MS4 permit for Los Angeles County.  (See, Natural 

Resources Defense Council v. County of Los Angeles (2011) 673 F.3d 880.)  
 
Fourth, in 1999, Heal the Bay and Waterkeeper (represented by NRDC) brought an 
action against the U.S. EPA for its failure to develop TMDLs as required by the federal 
Clean Water Act.  (Heal the Bay, Inc. v. Browner (N.D. Cal. 1999) Case No. C 98-4825 
SBA.)  To settle the claims, the parties entered into a Consent Decree, approved by 
District Court Judge Armstrong in 1999, whereby EPA would develop dozens of 
TMDLs, many of which will be implemented by the Tentative Order.  In 2010 Heal the 
Bay additionally successfully intervened in a lawsuit filed by the County of Los Angeles 
and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District seeking to vacate MS4 permit 
amendments to incorporate and implement the Santa Monica Bay Beaches Dry Weather 
Bacteria TMDL.  (County of Los Angeles v. State Water Resources Control Bd., No. 
BS122724 (L.A. Super. Ct. July 16, 2010).)  Over Intervenor Heal the Bay’s objections, 
the Court vacated the TMDL amendments on purely procedural grounds.   
    

B. Without Party Status, the Action of the Board May Impair 
Environmental Groups’ Ability to Protect Their Interests 

The outcome of the Permit Hearing may impair or impede Environmental Groups ability 
to protect the interests described above in numerous ways.  For example, the disposition 
may impair the ability of Heal the Bay and Waterkeeper (represented by NRDC) to 
protect their legal interests in matters relating to TMDLs in Los Angeles County, most 
notably those found in Heal the Bay, Inc. v. Browner (N.D. Cal. 1999) Case No. C 98-
4825 SBA.  The outcome of the Permit Hearing has potential ramifications for the 
incorporation and implementation of those TMDLs through the Tentative Order.  NRDC 
and Waterkeeper are further parties to litigation seeking to enforce violations of the 
current MS4 permit for Los Angeles County and have an interest in ensuring the new 
Permit fully complies with federal and state laws.  (See, Natural Resources Defense 

Council v. County of Los Angeles (2011) 673 F.3d 880.) 

C. Environmental Groups’ Interests Are Not Adequately Represented by the 
Existing Parties to this Hearing 

The current parties to these permit proceedings are municipal and county entities that will 
be regulated under the Tentative Order and ultimately responsible for implementing the 
requirements it imposes.   Conversely, Environmental Groups are nonprofit organizations 
focused on protecting Los Angeles County’s aquatic resources, including Santa Monica 
Bay, and its beachgoers.  Environmental Groups have throughout the Tentative Order 
drafting process presented, and undoubtedly will at the hearing present, arguments that 
are in opposition to positions taken by the existing parties and will add necessary 
elements to the hearing that the existing parties will likely neglect.  These include full 
discussion of the impacts and costs of failing to adequately reduce pollution in 
stormwater runoff; providing discussion of federal and state legal requirements that 
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mandate many of the terms contained in the Tentative Order, including the Order’s 
RWLs, TMDL, and Low Impact Development Requirements, and discussion of the 
federal process for adoption of the permit and that this process cannot be undercut 
directly or indirectly by state law; and presentation of case studies, scientific research, 
and other documentation demonstrating the feasibility of terms in the Tentative Order or 
of additional provisions that are currently lacking in the Tentative Order.  As no existing 
or other party will adequately represent the Environmental Groups and their unique 
interests, they are properly given party status here. 

Environmental Groups are regular, consistent participants in water quality matters large 
and small before the Regional Board, State Board, as well as in litigation related to water 
quality issues, including directly involving the MS4 permit for Los Angeles County.  We 
have been deeply involved with the adoption process for the draft Tentative Order for 
over a year.  As such, we each request designation as a party to the proceeding.  In order 
to allow for adequate time for preparation for the Permit Hearing, Environmental Groups 
request that the Regional Board respond by no later than Thursday, September 6, 2012.  

II. Environmental Groups Request Four Hours for Presentation and Hearing 
Practice 

Environmental Groups request that the Regional Board allocate to them a total of four (4) 
hours of time for presentation, expert witness testimony, and cross examination as 
necessary.  This time would be divided roughly as follows: Presentation (1.5 hours); 
Expert Witness Testimony (2-4 witnesses at approximately 20 minutes each – 40 to 80 
minutes); Cross-Examination of Staff/Witnesses/Other Parties: (1 hour) and time for 
remaining hearing practice.1  This amount of time is necessary to ensure a proper vetting 
of the issues and complexities raised by the Tentative Order and comments submitted by 
permittees.   

The Public Notice for the Hearing states that the “Los Angeles Water Board staff is not a 
party to this proceeding.”  We also write here to confirm that Regional Board staff will be 
available for cross-examination by the parties as necessary at the Permit Hearing. 

 

 

                                                 
1 Environmental Groups request 4 hours as the minimum amount of time necessary for 
adequate presentation of the issues raised by the Tentative Order.  However, in the event 
that additional time over and above four hours is requested by any other party to the 
hearing and granted to that party by the Regional Board, Environmental Groups request 
that we be granted additional time equal to that other party in order to ensure a fair 
hearing.  
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III. Environmental Groups Request that the Regional Board Designate a Time or 
Date Certain for Public Comment at the Permit Hearing 

The current lack of any set agenda for the Permit Hearing, scheduled for two days from 
October 4-5 creates significant hardship for members and partners of Environmental 
Groups in presenting testimony during any period for public comment.  The lack of such 
schedule or agenda could result in a member of the public being required to take two full 
days off from work in order to present testimony, with no guarantee of whether their 
comments would be heard on the first or second day of the Permit Hearing.  We request 
that the Regional Board establish a date certain (October 4 or 5), preferably specifying 
morning or afternoon, for the public to present testimony at the Permit Hearing.  

IV. Designated Contact for Receipt of Notices About this Proceeding 

Communications related to this proceeding or to the Environmental Groups’ request for 
Party Status may be directed to: 

 Noah Garrison 
 Natural Resources Defense Counsel 
 1314 Second Street 
 Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Tel: 310-434-2300 / Email: ngarrison@nrdc.org 
 
 Liz Crosson 
 Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
 120 Broadway, Suite 105 
 Santa Monica, CA 90401 
 Tel: 310-394-6162 / Email: liz@lawaterkeeper.org 
 
 Kirsten James 
 Heal the Bay 
 1444 9th Street 
 Santa Monica, CA 90401 
 Tel: 310-451-1500 / Email: kjames@healthebay.org  
 
V. The Regional Board Must Provide Separate Counsel to Serve as Advisor to 

the Board 
 
Courts are clear that staff or counsel for the Regional Board may “not act as both an 
advocate before the [Regional Board] and an advisor to the [Regional Board].”  (See 
attachment A: Notice of Entry of Judgment and Issuance of Peremptory Writ of Mandate, 
in County of Los Angeles v. State Water Resources Control Bd., No. BS122724 (L.A. 
Super. Ct. July 16, 2010); see also, Nightlife Partners, LTD. v. City of Beverly Hills 
(2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 81.)  The Notice of Public Hearing released by the Regional 
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Board on June 6, 2012 states that “Los Angeles Water Board staff is not a party to this 
proceeding” and the proceeding “does not involve investigative, prosecutorial, or 
advocacy functions.” However, the potential exists for Regional Board counsel to be 
required to fulfill dual roles—acting, on the one hand, to cross examine witnesses or to 
present evidence before the Regional Board, and, on the other hand, to rule on the 
admissibility of evidence, on proper procedure for witness conduct, or to otherwise serve 
in an advisory capacity to the Regional Board on procedural and evidentiary issues.  As a 
result, we request that the Regional Board dedicate a separate legal staff member for 
solely procedural and evidentiary matters, to prevent any actual or perceived conflict 
between the various potential roles required of Board counsel at the hearing. 
 
We note that this issue has resulted in the voiding and setting aside of an amendment to 
the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit previously.  (See Attachment A.)  In that case, years 
of work and substantial resources of the Regional Board, the Permittees, and 
stakeholders, including Environmental Groups, to incorporate and implement the Santa 
Monica Bay Beaches Dry Weather Bacteria TMDL were lost due to appearance that 
Board counsel was acting as both advocate and advisor to the Regional Board.  The 
Board should take every step to ensure that this outcome is not repeated here.            
 
VI. Conclusion 

 
Environmental Groups request party status to the October 4-5 Regional Board Hearing on 
the Tentative Order, and that the Regional Board designate separate counsel for solely 
procedural and evidentiary questions that may arise during the Hearing.  Environmental 
Groups further reserve our right to raise objections on procedural or other grounds that 
may arise during, or prior to, the Permit Hearing.  Thank you for your attention to this 
matter, and please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions you might have. 

 
Sincerely, 

    
Noah Garrison     Kirsten James 
Project Attorney    Director of Water Quality 
Natural Resources Defense Council  Heal the Bay 
 
 

 
Liz Crosson 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
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August 23, 2012 
 

Via electronic mail 

 
Mr. Sam Unger 
Executive Officer and Members of the Board 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 
Email: sunger@waterboards.ca.gov    
 

Re: Participation of Board Member Mary Ann Lutz in Los Angeles MS4 

Permit Hearing 

 
Dear Mr. Unger and Members of the Board: 
 
On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) and the Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper (“Waterkeeper”), we are writing with regard to Board Member Mary Ann 
Lutz’s proposed participation in the Hearing of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (“Regional Board”) on the Tentative National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) Discharges Within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Including the 
County of Los Angeles, and the Incorporated Cities Therein, Except the City of Long 
Beach, Draft permit R4-2012-XXXX, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (“Tentative 
Order”), scheduled for October 4-5, 2012 (“Permit Hearing”).  Due to positions taken and 
statements made by Board Member Lutz and by groups with whom she has partnered—
and in order to ensure a fair hearing—we respectfully request that she be recused from 
the Permit Hearing and any further Board process concerning the Tentative Order.       
  

I. Background and California Water Code Section 13207 
 

As the Mayor of the City of Monrovia, a waste discharger subject to the Los Angeles 
County MS4 permit, Board Member Lutz was barred by California Water Code section 
13207 from participating in Regional Board proceedings related to the Tentative Order.1  
However, based on changes to section 13207 made effective on June 27, 2012, the 
Regional Board transmitted a letter on July 6, 2012, stating that “[u]nder the new law, 

                                                 
1 California Water Code section 13207 required that a Board member “shall not participate in any Board 
Action,” including an action to adopt an NPDES permit, “which involves . . . any waste discharger with 
which he or she is connected as a director, officer or employee.”   
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Board Member Lutz is not prohibited from participating as a discharger. . . .”2  We 
disagree with this conclusion reached by the Regional Board, as Board Member Lutz 
continues to receive salary of $400 per month that implicates Water Code section 
13207’s prohibition against a “disqualifying financial interest in the decision within the 
meaning of Section 87103 of the Government Code.”  
 

II. Board Member Lutz Must be Recused For Due Process Considerations 
Including Bias and Presence of Ex Parte Communications 

 
California Courts are clear that “[j]ust as in a judicial proceeding, due process in an 
administrative hearing also demands an appearance of fairness and the absence of even a 
probability of outside influence on the adjudication.  In fact, the broad applicability of 
administrative hearings to the various rights and responsibilities of citizens and 
businesses, and the undeniable public interest in fair hearings in the administrative 
adjudication arena, militate in favor of assuring that such hearings are fair.”  (Nightlife 

Partners v. City of Beverly Hills (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 81, 90.)  In order to assure a fair 
hearing, Board Member Lutz must not participate in the Permit Hearing or further Board 
process related to the Tentative Order. 
 

A. Board Member Lutz’s Prior Statements Demonstrate an Unacceptable Probability of 
Actual Bias 
 

“Procedural due process in the administrative setting requires that the hearing be 
conducted ‘before a reasonably impartial, noninvolved reviewer.’”  (Nasha, L.L.C. v. 

City of Los Angeles (2004) 125 Cal.App.4th at 483 (emphasis in original).)  Where “an 
unacceptable probability of actual bias on the part of those who have actual 
decisionmaking power over their claims” is present, it violates the “undeniable public 
interest in fair hearings in the administrative adjudication arena.”  (Id. at 483.)  The 
actions of Board Member Lutz while she was precluded from participation in Regional 
Board action on the Tentative Order, demonstrate such “an unacceptable probability of 
actual bias.” 
 
For example, Board Member Lutz has stated, with respect to the stormwater requirements 
at issue before the Regional Board that, “the basic issue is that groups simply do not have 
the money to adhere to the requirements.”3  In this regard, she has predetermined issues 
of cost and selection of pollution control measures that will be before the Regional Board 
as part of the Permit Hearing.  Further, Board Member Lutz has worked, “in partnership” 
with the LA Permit Group, a consortium of 60 or more municipalities in Los Angeles 
County that have advocated for and taken specific positions on terms in the Tentative 

                                                 
2 Letter from Frances McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, to Regional Board Members, re: Amendment 
to Water Code Section 13207(a) (July 6, 2012), at 2. 
3 Mary Ann Lutz (Spring 2012) “Cleaning Up Our Act is No Small Cost to Cities,” Council for Watershed 
Health, Watershed Wise v. 14 no. 2, at   
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Order, “to develop a unified voice to participate in a collaborative negotiating process.”4  
Indeed, many of these same dischargers also fund a staff advisor for Board Member 
Lutz.5  Her significant involvement in this organized effort by LA MS4 Permittees and 
the funding provided for her staff advisor demonstrate that she cannot reasonably be 
expected to cast the unbiased, impartial vote mandated by due process.  Were Board 
Member Lutz to now vote to adopt any of the positions advocated by the LA Permit 
Group at the Permit Hearing, such as to incorporate a “safe harbor” provision in the 
Tentative Order’s Receiving Water Limitations, or to oppose the incorporation of TMDL 
waste load allocations as numeric effluent limitations,6 it would taint the entire Tentative 
Order adoption process.    
 

B. Board Member Lutz has engaged in Ex Parte Communications Regarding the 
Tentative Order 
 

We also note that prior to the July 6 Regional Board letter, Member Lutz engaged in an 
as yet unreleased number of ex parte communications with stakeholders and parties to the 
Permit Hearing, that would ordinarily be prohibited under California Government Code 
section 11430.10.7  Receipt of such communications by a Member of the Regional Board 
may be grounds for disqualification under Government Code section 11430.60 and, even 
if properly authorized when received, such communications may further compound due 
process concerns.  We understand that that the Regional Board is working to release these 
communications for public review and comment.  We reserve the right to comment on 
any ex parte communications of Board Member Lutz at that time and to request her 
disqualification as a result of these ex parte communications and any demonstration of 
potential bias they may reveal. We urge the Board to make these communications 
available by the end of this week to allow for their full evaluation prior to the Permit 
adoption hearing.    
 
As the Board is well aware, procedural due process issues have previously resulted in the 
voiding and setting aside of an amendment to the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit.8  In 
that case, years of work and substantial resources of the Regional Board, the Permittees, 
                                                 
4 San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (December 21, 2011) Letter from Nicholas T. Conway, 
Executive Director, to City Manager’s Steering Committee, re: LA Permit Group Technical Assistance, at 
1.  
5 San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (February 8, 2012) Letter from Nicholas T. Conway, 
Executive Director, to City Manager’s Steering Committee, re: FY 2011-12 Mid-Year Budget Review and 
Revision, at 53. 
6 See, e.g., Letter from LA Permit Group to Regional Board re: Technical Comments on Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Staff Working Proposals for the Greater Los Angeles County MS4 
Permit (Permit) — Watershed Management Programs, TMDLs and Receiving Water Limitations (May 14, 
2012; Letter from LA Permit Group to Regional Board re: Comments on Draft NPDES Permit (Draft 
Order), Order No. R4-2012-XXXX; NPDES Permit No. CAS004001, for MS4 Discharges within the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District (July 23, 2012).  
7 See, e.g., email from Mary Ann Lutz re: SAVE THE DATE - Meeting with US EPA (February 18, 2012). 
8 See Notice of Entry of Judgment and Issuance of Peremptory Writ of Mandate, in County of Los Angeles 

v. State Water Resources Control Bd., No. BS122724 (L.A. Super. Ct. July 16, 2010) 
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and stakeholders, including Environmental Groups, to incorporate and implement the 
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Dry Weather Bacteria TMDL were lost due to improper 
adherence to procedural due process requirements.  The Board should take every step to 
ensure that such an outcome is not repeated here.  While it is unfortunate that the timing 
of changes to the California Water Code complicate the participation of a Board member 
in these proceedings, for the foregoing reasons we respectfully request that Board 
Member Lutz be recused here.   
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions you may have.  

 
Sincerely, 

    
Noah Garrison     Liz Crosson 
Project Attorney    Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council  Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
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









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



































 





















 















































































The San Gabriel River Regional Monitoring Program is a truly innovative 
collaboration of agencies and organizations whose purpose is to better 
understand and track the state of an urban watershed. As the first such 
monitoring program in California, and among the few such programs in 
the nation, the program stands as an example of what is possible when 
agencies and organizations work across boundaries towards a common 
goal, in this case to improve the health of a large urban watershed that 
serves more than 2 million people. 

Although it is often overshadowed by the Los Angeles River - its more 
famous neighbor to the west – the San Gabriel is a workhorse. The 
roughly 700 square mile watershed starts in a national forest and 
discharges southeast of two international ports, traveling through 
nine County-operated and two federal-operated dams. Flood control 
operations on the river allow water to percolate into aquifers, serving as 
a source of drinking water for much of the San Gabriel Valley. 

The water flows over the land and through about 1,200 miles, dropping 
from the highest point - Mount Baldy at 10,068 feet - to sea level at 
Alamitos Bay. The watershed supports a wide variety of plants and 
animals, some common and some endangered. Visitors in the forest 
and recreation areas enjoy camping, hiking, biking, fishing, boating, 
swimming, and skiing. The San Gabriel River Trail allows people to 
access 61-miles of mostly car-free bike path from Whittier Narrows to 
Long Beach. 

The San Gabriel River is a lifeline and a source of joy for many. Our 
goal through the monitoring program is to stimulate improvements in 
the health of the watershed. While we don’t often resort to citing quality 
control experts in this magazine, it is a truism that you can’t improve what 
you don’t measure.  Thus we thank the program partners for ensuring 
that we can measure and monitor the watershed –Sanitation Districts of 
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
SCCWRP, Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Orange County 
Watersheds, City of Downey, and Aquatic Bioassay & Consulting.




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For those of us who have been working for years 
to improve water quality in Southern California, it 
can sometimes feel like we are swimming upstream. 
Though many cities and counties recognize the 
vital importance of environmental responsibility and 
watershed health, they are restrained by rising costs 
amidst a floundering economy. Our cities scramble to 
stay sustainable with severely limited resources.

In Monrovia, for example, the cost associated with 
following the bacterial Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) is about 10% of our general fund. Even more 
money is required to hire professionals to do the 
required research. With a struggling economy, funding 
from both the federal and state governments has dried 
up, and our local governments have been forced to 
decrease services to residents. Meanwhile, the cost of 
meeting clean water standards continues to increase.

Municipalities and water districts have known for 
years that recharging and recycling water can help 
ease demand and assist in stormwater clean-up. The 
problem is usually not with cities’ willingness to comply, 
however, but with associated costs and the urgent need 
to generate economic growth.

Unfortunately this conflict can cause groups to turn to 
the courts. I have seen countless lawsuits filed because 
of strict water regulations, and the basic issue is that 
groups simply do not have the money to adhere to 
the requirements. These lawsuits have done nothing 
to advance water-quality clean-up. The reality is that 
stormwater still needs to be cleaned, and it will take 
a lot of money to do so. Without a significant change 
in attitudes and practices, improving water quality 
will continue to be costly, litigious and sometimes 
frustrating.

I believe that a collaborative, comprehensive and 
patient approach to water quality is the answer. To 
accomplish long-term goals for clean water, our 
communities need to start working together. We 
need to balance science-based regulations with cost 
effectiveness. We need to start looking at water not in 
terms of whether it is potable water or stormwater, but 
through a more inclusive lens. After all, water does not 
recognize boundaries. It does not know if it is drinking 
water or wastewater, and we should not make the 
distinction either.









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Santa Fe Dam’s open-water chlorine-injection 
system was repaired in 1987 and this caused 
bacteria levels to decrease to safe levels that 
allowed the lake to reopen to swimmers the same 
year. A “Photozone” system was installed in 1989 to 
further disinfect the water and prevent high bacterial 
levels. In 1997, a chlorine system modeled after 
Santa Fe Dam’s was constructed in Puddingstone 
Lake to make the water safe for swimmers. The 
chlorine systems in both Santa Fe Dam and 
Puddingstone Lake have been completely rebuilt 
and updated since their inception, with construction 
taking place during 1995 and 2009 at Santa Fe 
Dam and Puddingstone Lake, respectively.




“Through a strict vehicle inspection 
program, Quagga mussels have been 

eradicated from the area.”








There are three major lakes in Los Angeles County: 
Castaic Lake, Santa Fe Dam, and Puddingstone 
Lake at Bonelli Park. These are full-contact 
recreational lakes, meaning that they are used for 
recreation activities involving body contact with 
the water, such as swimming, water-skiing and 
fishing. Combined, these lakes provide recreational 
opportunities for nearly 400,000 local residents 
and tourists annually. As Lake Aquatics Manager at 
Santa Fe Dam and Puddingstone Lake, my responsi-
bilities include lake patrol and lifeguard services.

Puddingstone Lake was completed in 1928 and 
Santa Fe Dam was completed in 1978 by the 
Army Corps of Engineers. Swimming in both lakes 
immediately became popular, particularly during 
the warm summer months. The high density of 
swimmers, however, resulted in elevated bacteria 
levels that were potentially harmful to human health. 
In response, both lakes were closed to swimmers-
Santa Fe Dam was closed from 1986-1987 and 
Puddingstone Lake from 1992-1997. 
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Another challenge to the regional lakes was the 
discovery of Quagga and Zebra Mussels, both invasive 
species in the state. Quagga Mussels, which invaded 
Southern Californian lakes, are water filterers, meaning 
they remove suspended matter including plankton from 
the water. With clearer, filtered water, sunlight reaches 
deeper into the lake, increasing vegetation growth and 
thereby altering oxygen levels. This, coupled with lower 
plankton levels, threatens fish populations. Quagga 
Mussels also have detrimental effects for swimmers 
and boaters. These mussels clog piping structures 
(Figure 1), compromising the chlorination system and 
increasing the risk of high bacteria levels. They can also 
harm boat engines and increase drag. 

Through a strict vehicle inspection program, however, 
the mussels have been eradicated from the area. Before 
launching, boats are thoroughly inspected and must 
be clean, drained and dry to prevent contamination. 
In Bonelli Park and Santa Fe Dam, 20 vessels were 
denied launch in 2010 and nine in 2011. As of June 
30, 2011, there were no mussels found on any vehicle 
entering either lake. 

Both lakes are currently safe for swimmers, and 
Lake Lifeguards continue to provide crucial services. 
Lifeguards conduct land operations, including 
ground-based emergency response and rescues for 
hikers throughout the Parks. They are also trained in 
swift-water rescue, marine firefighting, scuba diving, 
and law enforcement, issuing hundreds of citations 
annually as boating safety officers. With the lakes now 
safe for swimmers, lifeguards work to prevent drowning 
and keep these swimmers protected.

FIGURE 1. ABS pipe covered with quagga mussels. 
Photo courtesy of California Department of Fish and 
Game.



























































    




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 There are nearly 17 million people living 
and working within an hour’s drive of Angeles 
National Forest, the most urban National Forest 
in the country. With so much urbanization in the 
surrounding area, the Forest offers a welcome 
relief. It provides over 70% of the open space in 
Los Angeles County and welcomes 3.5 million 
visitors annually. The Forest provides recreation, 
including hiking, camping, and fishing, and is 
also home to nine federally listed Threatened or 
Endangered plant and animal species. 

 My focus, however, is on the Forest’s 
connection to the local watersheds. The 650,000 
acres of land in the Angeles National Forest are 
spread across four major watersheds: the Los 
Angeles River, Mojave River, Santa Clara River, 
and San Gabriel River. The Forest is the source 
of nearly a third of the water in the Los Angeles 
basin.

 On June 3, 2011, United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Secretary Tom 
Vilsack announced the release of the Watershed 
Condition Framework (WCF), the agency’s first 
national assessment of all 193 million acres of 



National Forest lands. In the assessment, the 
USDA outlines its strategies to improve watershed 
and forest health and increase restoration through 
partnerships and interagency coordination. The 
WCF provides a science-based method to classify 
watershed conditions (ranging from “Impaired 
Function” to “Functioning Properly”) and 
prioritizes watersheds for improvements. The WCF 
deviates from previous plans in that it focuses on 
implementing treatments at a watershed scale and 
as opposed to just at individual sties, it aims to 
preserve what is already working, and it deems 
partnerships and collaboration essential.

 A healthy watershed is characterized as 
such based on five main criteria: high biotic 
integrity of habitat and species, the ability to 
recover quickly from disturbances, high degree 
of connectivity, the ability to provide ecosystem 
services such as high-quality water, and 
maintenance of long-term soil productivity. 

For impaired watersheds, the WCF outlines a 
six-step process to improve their health. Based 
on existing data and knowledge, watersheds’ 
baseline conditions were established in 2010, 



 
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score in the “Functioning Properly” range. Seven 
subwatersheds were categorized as “At Risk,” and 
three, the Lower West Fork, Devils Canyon and 
Santa Fe Flood Control Basin, were classified as 
“Impaired Function.” The Santa Fe Flood Control 
Basin received the highest, and therefore worst, 
score: 2.7 out of 3. There were no indicators in 
the functioning range, and water quality, aquatic 
biota, aquatic habitat, and soil were all listed as 
impaired.

The implementation of the WCF is an 
ongoing process and one that will serve to 
improve the quality of the regional watersheds 
and the health of the Angeles National Forest. To 
become a volunteer, involved person or partner in 
our efforts, please visit our website at http://www.
fs.fed.us/r5/angeles. 

The full text of the Watershed Condition Framework is 
available at http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/
Watershed_Condition_Framework.pdf



and they were prioritized for restoration in 
2011. The remaining four steps are to develop 
Action Plans that specify how each watershed 
will be improved, implement the projects 
beginning with high-priority watersheds, track the 
accomplishments, and monitor any changes in 
watershed conditions. 

 To assess the health of a watershed, the 
WCF created a plan based on the weighted 
average of aquatic and terrestrial physical and 
biological characteristics of the watershed as 
measured through 12 indicators. Watershed 
condition assessments throughout California 
indicated that there is a close link between recent 
wildfires and impaired watersheds, as well as a 
correlation between urban centers and impaired 
watersheds. In part because of the close proximity 
to Los Angeles, it was found that streams higher 
in the watershed (and thus farther from the urban 
center), were generally more functional and 
healthy.

 Of the 11 sixth-level San Gabriel River 
subwatersheds located in the Angeles National 
Forest, only one, San Dimas Wash, received a 






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Over 1,236 miles of streams comprise the San 
Gabriel River Watershed, supporting more than 
2.3 million people from the San Gabriel Mountains 
to the Pacific Ocean. In order to integrate and 
expand monitoring efforts in the San Gabriel River 
Watershed, the Council for Watershed Health and 
its partners created the San Gabriel River Regional 
Monitoring Program (SGRRMP) in 2004. 

The SGRRMP  is a watershed–scale program that 
provides a more complete and comprehensive 
assessment of watershed health. The SGRRMP 
addresses five questions  of particular interest to 
watershed managers:

1. What is the condition of streams in the 
watershed?

2. Are conditions at areas of unique interest 
getting better or worse?

3. Are receiving waters near discharges 
meeting water quality objectives?

4. Is it safe to swim?

5. Are locally caught fish safe to eat?

        




Since 2005, the SGRRMP has monitored targeted 
and randomly selected sites throughout the 
watershed during the dry months of May through 
July. The monitoring is rigorous and science-
based, and the SGRRMP has collected data from 
the mountainous upper watershed, the urbanized 
lower watershed, and the mainstream.

On July 20, 2011, the Council for Watershed 
Health hosted a State of the San Gabriel River 
Watershed Symposium in Whittier, California. 
The Symposium presented results from the State 
of the Watershed Report, which represents the 
culmination of five years of successful, cooperative 
monitoring by the SGRRMP. The Symposium 
speakers represented by local scientists, watershed 
managers and regulatory agencies addressed the 
five primary questions

Dr Kristy Morris, Senior Scientist at the Council 
for Watershed Health and Scott Johnson, Senior 
Scientist at Aquatic Bioassay and Consulting 
Laboratories inc. addressed the first question. 
Johnson discussed the results from 69 randomly 
selected sites that were monitored during the 
period 2005-2009. To assess surface water 
condition, each site was examined for chemicals 
of concern and toxicity and was evaluated 

 
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based on its physical habitat and biological 
communities. The results showed that sites higher 
in the San Gabriel Mountains and farther from 
urban cities were comparatively more undisturbed 
and had healthier aquatic insect communities 
(Figure 1). These sites did, however, have higher 
water toxicity than the urbanized portions of the 
streams. Overall, Basin Plan objectives were 
typically achieved throughout the watershed. Dr. 
Eric Stein, Principal Scientist with the Southern 
California Coastal Water Research Project, did 
caution that more data over the next 15-20 
years will be necessary to see trends and capture 
anomalies.

Karen Larsen, Deputy Director with the Office of 
Information Management and Analysis with the 
State Water Resources Control Board, answered 
the second of the five questions. Larsen discussed 
regional results of the statewide Surface Water 
Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). Over the 
five-year period, three watershed habitats were 
studied and monitored to track how conditions 
changed over the years. However, there were 
no clear trends in either the upper or lower 
watershed. The California Rapid Assessment 
Method (CRAM) was also used, and this confirmed 
that conditions remained stable throughout the 
testing period, although the CRAM scores of the 
sites ranged from merely moderate to poor.

Phil Markle, Environmental Scientist with the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, talked 
about question three. This five-year report 
studied the impact of effluents from five publicly 

owned treatment facilities discharging into the 
San Gabriel River. Markle indicated that all 
nutrients, metals and organics tested fell within 
the Basin Plan thresholds, meaning they can be 
regarding as safe for human and aquatic life. E. 
Coli concentrations, however, were higher than 
California standards, though below the discharges 
the concentrations decreased below the standards 
due to the dilution by effluents. Diazinon, a 
pesticide banned by the EPA, was observed in 
a few samples, and ammonia levels exceeded 
standards before the implementation of nitrifi-
cation/denitrification in 2003.

Bernard Franklin, Chief Environmental Health 
Specialist with the Los Angeles County Environ-
mental Health – Recreational Waters Program, 
Jim Hughes, Lake Aquatics Manager for the Frank 
G. Bonelli Regional Park with the County of Los 
Angeles Parks and Recreation, and Lisa Northrop, 
Forest Resources Officer with Angeles National 
Forest, addressed question four. They spoke 
about the human health impacts of swimming in 
regional streams and lakes. A bacteria monitoring 
program implemented in 2007 assesses the safety 
of the watershed. E. Coli levels were tracked 
between May through September, 2007-2009, 
in eight popular swimming locations in the upper 
watershed. While these levels were usually below 
California standards, on weekends or holidays 
with high recreational use, the standards were 
occasionally exceeded. The EPA is currently 
reviewing alternative technologies and method-
ologies to detect and quantify bacteria levels and 
identify sources of contamination.

























   









FIGURE 1. Percentage of stream miles within an acceptable biological condition.
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SUSTAINABLE GARDENS



















Already, groups in the greater Los Angeles area have 
taken concrete steps to address water issues in a 
more unified way. The San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments, for example, has merged its subcom-
mittees into one working group to focus on a more 
comprehensive approach to water resources. 

Yet even with similar changes throughout the region, 
the problem of costs will not disappear. With a 
more integrated program, however, the Los Angeles 
basin can work together instead of competing with 
neighboring cities for funding. The anticipated regional 
support for the 2013 Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District’s Water Quality Funding Initiative, 
to support the development of watershed plans, 
educational programs and water quality monitoring, is 
a step in the right direction.

While collaboration is the key to moving forward, 
the road will not be easy. Non-governmental organi-
zations and environmentalists may have to sacrifice 
their desire for rapid regulation implementation and 
instead settle for slower progress to ensure effective 
compliance by all parties. Cities and counties may 
have to sacrifice some degree of economic growth to 
be sure that environmental preservation receives the 
focus it deserves. Everyone must do his or her part, 
and everybody must be willing to give a little. If our 
strategies to tackle water issues in Southern California 
reflect a more integrated and collaborative approach, 
then we will be able to deliver on our promises of 
respecting our resources and improving watershed 
health.

Finally, Michael Lyons, Environmental Scientist with 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, answered the final question regarding 
the safety of fish in the watershed. The levels of 
mercury, selenium, total DDTs and total PCBs were 
analyzed and compared to state standards. The 
results showed that while tilapia, red ear sunfish, 
and bluegill had contaminant levels under state 
standards, other species’ contaminants exceeded 
the safe levels. Largemouth bass and common carp 
from Puddingstone Lake and Santa Fe Dam had 
higher levels of mercury, and largemouth bass, 
common carp, and striped mullet from the Upper 
Estuary had PCB concentrations high enough for 
the SGRRMP to recommend people limit their 
consumption to one meal a week. The SGRRMP 
plans to continue the bioaccumulation program to 
gather more data regarding fish safety.

In the next five-year period, from 2010 to 2014, 
the SGRRMP plans to continue its monitoring, 
specifically examining mercury levels in fish tissues, 
PBDEs (flame retardants) in watershed sediments, 
and the recovery of the areas burned by the 2009 
Morris fire. The SGRRMP will also begin to conduct 
trash assessments at monitoring sites. While the 
SGRRMP has already begun working on these 
future projects, the July Symposium provided an 
opportunity to reflect on the past five years and to 
share results to the five central questions.

You can find the complete report at our website: www.
watershedhealth.org.

 

















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
Excerpt from Pasadena Star News Article titled “San Gabriel 
River gets good grade despite signs of stress” from July 20, 
2011

“Although conditions of the San Gabriel River are better than 
expected, some swim areas have high bacteria counts and 
fish caught at Santa Fe Dam and Puddingstone Lake contain 
trace amounts of mercury, according to a report released 
Wednesday.”

“From 2005 to 2009, samples taken from more than 220 sites 
along the river stretching from the San Gabriel Mountains 
to the Pacific Ocean showed a healthy river habitat in the 
undisturbed upper portions but increasingly impaired habitat in 
the middle and lower portions that traverse an area populated 
by more than 2.3 million people.” 
      
          - Steve Scauzillo


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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 457-1285 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 

Written materials relating to an item on any Regular Meeting Agenda of the this Committee of the San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments that are distributed to the Committee within 72 hours of the Meeting will be available for public inspection at the San 
Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, 1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Bldg. A10, Suite 210, Alhambra, CA 91803 during normal 
business hours. 
 

City Managers’ Steering Committee 
February 8th, 2012 

11:00 a.m. 

 
1.0 Preliminary Business 

2.0 Public Comment 

3.0 Changes to Agenda Order; Identify Subsequent Need or Emergency Items 

4.0 Consent Items  
4.1 Revised Minutes from December 7th, 2011 meeting – Page 1 
4.2 Minutes from January 4th, 2012 meeting – Page 3 

5.0 Regular Business Items (It is anticipated that the Committee may take action on the following items) 
5.1 Clarification of City Managers’ Steering Committee Recommendation Regarding ACE Phase II  

Confirm City Managers’ Steering Committee action regarding ACE Phase II that occurred at the December 2011  
5.2 Role of City Managers’ Steering Committee in Providing Financial Oversight to SGVCOG and ACE  - Page 5 

Discuss role of City Managers’ Steering Committee relative to providing financial oversight to SGVCOG and ACE activities, as 
identified in the SGVCOG bylaws 

5.3 Role of SGVCOG’s Accountant/Auditor in Providing Financial Oversight to SGVCOG and ACE  
Discuss role of the SGVCOG’s Accountant/Auditor relative to providing financial oversight to SGVCOG and ACE activities, as 
identified in the SGVCOG bylaws 

5.4 ACE 2nd Quarter Financial Report / Mid-Year Budget Revision – Page 7 
Review draft ACE Mid-Year Budget Report and recommend approval to SGVCOG Governing Board 

5.5 ACE FY 2010-2011 Financial Audit Report and Management Letter  – Page 17 
Review the draft FY 2010-2011 financial audit and recommend approval to the Governing Board. 

5.6 SGVCOG 2nd Quarter Report / Mid-Year Budget Revision  – Page 50 
Review draft SGVCOG Mid-Year Revision and recommend approval to SGVCOG Governing Board 

5.7 SGVCOG FY 2010-2011 Financial Audit Report and Management Letter  – Page 55 
Review the draft FY 2010-2011 financial audit and recommend approval to the Governing Board. 

5.8 Draft SGVCOG Organization and Operation Review 
Discuss draft SGVCOG Organization and Operation review and possible recommendation to Governing Board 

5.9 ACE Financial Advisor Services Contract 
Discuss recommendation to SGVCOG Governing Board regarding ACE Financial Advisor Services Contract  

5.10 Caltrans Audit Appeal  - Page 110 
Discuss recommendation to SGVCOG Governing Board regarding Caltrans settlement  

5.11 SGVCOG Strategic Plan Update – Page 112 
Discuss updated SGVCOG Strategic Plan for January – July 2012 

5.12 Ontario Airport – Page 120 
Discuss City of Ontario’s proposal regarding future management of Ontario Airport and a possible position by the SGVCOG 

6.0 New Business items for Next Regular Meeting 

7.0 Announcements 

8.0   Next Meeting   

9.0   Adjourn 

Please RSVP at mcreter@sgvcog.org or at (626) 457-1800  
For TAC Meeting Notice and Minutes, Please access www.sgvcog.org   

NOTICE:  City Clerks please post this notice (agenda) 

El Monte City Hall 
City Managers’ Conference Room 

11333 Valley Boulevard 
El Monte, CA 

RB-AR4715
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 457-1285 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
City Managers’ Steering Committee 

Minutes 
Date:  December 7th, 2011 

Time:  12:00 noon 
Location: El Monte City Hall 

 

1.0 Preliminary Business 
The meeting was called to order at 12:05 p.m. 

 

2.0 Preliminary Business 

3.0 Public Comment 
There were no comments from the public.   

4.0 Changes to Agenda Order; Identify Subsequent Need or Emergency Items 
There were no changes to the agenda order. 

5.0 Consent Items  
5.1 Minutes from November 2nd, 2011 meeting 

There was a motion to approve the consent calendar (M/S/C:  R. Bobadilla / R. Wishner / Unanimous).    

6.0 Regular Business Items  
6.1 ACE Phase II  

There was extended discussion on this item.     
 
There was a motion recommend to the Transportation Committee funding of the top eight projects – after 
removing project alternatives for the same grade crossing – (Fullerton Road, Montebello-Greenwood, 
Hamilton Boulevard, Fairway Drive (Alh), Turnbull Cyn Road (LA), Fairway Drive (LA),Puente Ave. 
(Alh), and Durfee Ave. (LA) ) as ranked by the SGVCOG’s ACE Phase II Subcommittee; should 
additional funds be available, from State, Federal or local sources, additional projects should be funded 
according to the rank order as developed by the Subcommittee (M/S/C:  R. Wishner / J. Fuentes / Ayes: 
Covina, Glendora, Rosemead; Noes: La Canada Flintridge). 
 

Members Present: 
Alhambra  J. Fuentes 
Covina   D. Parrish 
Glendora  C. Jeffers 
La Canada Flintridge M. Alexander 
Rosemead  J. Allred 
Walnut   R. Wishner 
 
COG Staff: 
N. Conway, Executive Director 
M. Creter, Staff 
 
Public: 
J. Ballas, Industry 
R. Bates, Pico Rivera 
A. Cervantes, Pico Rivera  
A. Eskandari, Pomona 
L. Lowry, Pomona 
R. Richmond, ACE 
P. Hubler, ACE 
C. Sutton, Excalibur Property Holdings 

Members Absent: 
Diamond Bar 
San Dimas 
San Gabriel 
San Marino 
West Covina 
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There was a motion to recommend to the Transportation Committee that ACE submit project schedules 
and budgets for all active Phase II projects prior to commencing further work (M/S/C: J. Fuentes / R. 
Wishner / Unanimous / Abstain: La Canada Flintridge).   
 
The Committee also requested that ACE work with the impacted cities to revisit potential pedestrian 
safety improvements for all 34 grade crossings.   
 
There was discussion regarding the staff recommendation to require that jurisdictions share in the funding 
of any cost overruns.  No action was taken and this item was tabled. 
 

6.2 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Staff Assistance 
The Executive Director provided an update on efforts to secure funding to continue providing technical 
staff assistance to Mayor Mary Ann Lutz, Vice-Chair and Municipal Government Representative on 
LARWQCB.  He indicated that he would be bringing a recommendation to the Governing Board to 
contribute $7,500 in funding towards this position.   
 

6.3 San Gabriel Valley NPDES/Stormwater MS-4 Permit Coordination 
The Executive Director gave a brief update on the status of the MS-4 LA Permit Group Technical 
Assistance RFP and funding commitments from cities.   

 
6.4 SGVCOG Organization and Operation Review 

The Executive Director indicated that staff, Governing Board and Committee Chair interviews had been 
completed in November and that a draft report is anticipated in January.    

7.0 New Business items for Next Regular Meeting 

8.0 Announcements 
 There were no announcements.   

9.0 Next Meeting   
The next meeting is scheduled for January 4th.   

10.0   Adjourn 
 The meeting was adjourned at 1:30 p.m. 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 457-1285 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
City Managers’ Steering Committee 

Minutes 
Date:  January 4th, 2011 

Time:  12:00 noon 
Location: El Monte City Hall 

1.0 Preliminary Business 
The meeting was called to order at 12:05 p.m. 

2.0 Public Comment 
There were no comments from the public. 

3.0 Changes to Agenda Order; Identify Subsequent Need or Emergency Items 
There were no changes to the agenda. 

4.0 Consent Items  
4.1 Minutes from December 7th, 2011 meeting 

There was a request to revise the minutes: 
The sentence was “There was a motion to recommend to the Transportation Committee that ACE submit full 
project schedules and budgets for all Phase II projects prior to commencing further work (M/S/C: J. Fuentes / 
R. Wishner / Unanimous / Abstain: La Canada Flintridge).”  changed to read  “There was a motion to 
recommend to the Transportation Committee that ACE submit project schedules and budgets for all active 
Phase II projects prior to commencing further work (M/S/C: J. Fuentes / R. Wishner / Unanimous / Abstain: 
La Canada Flintridge).” 
 
The sentences “There was discussion regarding the staff recommendation to require that jurisdictions share in 
the funding of any cost overruns. This item was tabled for later discussion.” were changed to read, “There was 
discussion regarding the staff recommendation to require that jurisdictions share in the funding of any cost 
overruns.  No action was taken, and this item was tabled.” 
 
There was a motion to approve the minutes as amended (M/S/C:  C. Jeffers / R. Wishner / Unanimous).   

5.0 Regular Business Items  
5.1 Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition  

H. Choy (LA County) provided a brief presentation on the LGSEC and the benefits of membership.   
 
The City Managers’ Steering Committee recommended to the Governing Board submitting a membership 
application to the Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition (LGSEC) and authorizing the expenditure 

Members Present: 
Alhambra  J. Keating 
Covina   D. Parrish 
Diamond Bar  J. DeStefano 
El Monte  J. Enriquez 
Glendora  C. Jeffers 
La Canada Flintridge M. Alexander 
Walnut   R. Wishner 
 
COG Staff: 
N. Conway, Executive Director 
M. Creter, Staff 
 
Public: 
R. Richmond, ACE 
H. Choy, LA County 

Members Absent: 
Rosemead 
San Dimas 
San Gabriel 
San Marino 
West Covina 
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of $10,000 that is currently budgeted for Federal Advisory services for annual membership fees (M/S/C:  C. 
Jeffers / J. Keating / Unanimous).   

 
5.2 SGVCOG and ACE FY 2010-2011 Financial Audit Reports 

The Executive Director indicated that this item had been pulled from agenda, as the SGVCOG’s financial 
auditor has not completed all of the necessary work.   

 
5.3 Status of Caltrans Audit 

The Executive Director gave a brief overview of the correspondence from Caltrans regarding status of audit, 
including outstanding reimbursement still being requested. 

 
5.4 ACE IRS Audit Report 

R. Richmond provided an update on IRS ACE Audit.  He indicated that ACE had received a “not action” 
letter from the IRS.    
 
The Committee members requested that a discussion on ACE’s contract for financial advisory services be 
agendized for a future meeting.   

 
5.5 San Gabriel Valley NPDES/Stormwater MS-4 Permit Coordination  

The Executive Director provided an update on the effort to assist LA Permit Group cities in securing technical 
assistance for the negotiation of the new MS-4 permit.       

 
5.6 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Staff Assistance 

The Executive Director provided information on the staff recommendation to the Governing Board to 
authorize an expenditure of $7,500 to continue providing technical staff assistance to Mayor Mary Ann Lutz, 
Vice-Chair and Municipal Government Representative on LARWQCB. 

 
5.7 Status of SGVCOG Organization and Operation Review 

D. Parrish update on the SGVCOG’s Organization and Operation review.   

6.0 New Business items for Next Regular Meeting 
The Executive Director indicated that he would be bringing a proposal to re-instate small business services in the 
San Gabriel Valley at a future meeting. 

 
The Committee members requested that an action item regarding ACE’s financial services be agendized for the 
next week as well as discussion on the Steering Committee’s role related to financial oversight of ACE.    

7.0 Announcements 

8.0   Next Meeting   

9.0   Adjourn 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:10 p.m. 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
  

 
 
 
Date:  January 24, 2012 
 
To:  City Managers’ Steering Committee 
 
From: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
Re:  Legal Clarification of Financial Oversight Duties and Responsibilities 
 
 
At your January 4th committee meeting, several members asked, once again, for clarification 
from the COG General Counsel regarding the Steering Committee’s role and responsibilities 
with respect to oversight of financial matters involving the COG’s Alameda Corridor-East 
Construction Authority.  The COG Attorney will be in attendance to discuss the four citations 
listed below and answer any additional questions from the committee members relating to this 
matter. 
 
Background 
 
Article VI, Section B, of the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments’ Bylaws sets forth the 
duties and responsibilities of the City Managers’ Committee, along with the COG 
Treasurer/Auditor, regarding both ACE and the COG financial matters. 
 

B.  Steering Committee.  There shall be a Steering Committee of the CMTAC, designated 
by the CMTAC, to provide assistance and support to the full CMTAC, the Governing 
Board and/or the Executive Committee and to oversee certain policy and financial 
matters for the Council.  The Chair of the CMTAC shall also chair the Steering 
Committee. 
 
The Steering Committee shall meet at least quarterly. A quorum of the Steering 
Committee shall be forty percent (40%) of its membership and all actions will be by a 
majority of those members present with a quorum in attendance. All meetings of the 
Steering Committee shall be held in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act. 
(Government Code Section 54950 et seq.)  
  
The Steering Committee shall: together with the Treasurer/Auditor and with the 
assistance of the ACE Construction Authority, recommend the independent auditor for 
the annual audit of the Council and the ACE Construction Authority, develop the scope 
of work for the audit, and review and comment on the preliminary and final audit reports 
prior to their presentation to the ACE Construction Authority and the Governing Board; 
oversee the investment of Council funds in accordance with the Council’s investment 
policy; review and modify the Council’s investment policy when required; review, as 
necessary, those insurance policies purchased for the benefit of the Council including 
policies purchased by consultants working for the Council; monitor compliance of the 
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Council with applicable federal, state and locals laws, ordinances, statutes, codes and 
regulations; and undertake those additional assignments as directed by the Governing 
Board.  The Steering Committee shall also review and monitor all matters related to the 
Council’s and the ACE Construction Authority’s financial affairs including reviewing 
quarterly financial reports, audits conducted by external auditors and agencies, grant 
compliance and bond issuance as well as any matters related to best management 
practices or state/federal requirements. 

 
 
At the January 18th meeting of the Finance Directors subcommittee, there was, again, questions 
raised regarding the role and responsibilities of the SCVCOG Treasurer/Auditor. 

 
Bylaws 
“G.  Treasurer and Auditor. Pursuant to Government Code Section 6505.6, the 
Treasurer of the Council and the Auditor of the Council shall be the same person and 
shall be a contract employee of the Council. The Treasurer/Auditor shall not be an officer 
of the Council. The duties and responsibilities of the Treasurer/Auditor are: 
 
1. The Treasurer/Auditor shall possess the powers described in, and shall perform 
those functions required by: Government Code Sections 6505, 6505.5 and 6505.6; all 
other applicable laws and regulations, including any subsequent amendments thereto; the 
Agreement; these Bylaws; and/or the direction of the Governing Board .   
 
2. The Treasurer/Auditor shall have custody of all Council and ACE Construction 
Authority funds and shall provide for strict accountability thereof in accordance with 
Government Code Section 6505.5 and other applicable laws.   
 
3. The Treasurer/Auditor shall annually cause an independent audit to be made of 
the Council and of the ACE Construction Authority by a single certified public 
accountant or by separate certified public accountants, in accordance with Government 
Code Sections 6505 and 6505.6. 

 
Council Treasurer (JPA) 
Section 14.  Council Treasurer.  The person holding the  position of Treasurer of the 
Council shall have charge of the depositing and custody of all funds held by the Council.  
The Treasurer shall perform such other duties as may be imposed by provisions of 
applicable law, including those duties described in Section 6505.5 of the Government 
Code, and such duties as may be required by the Governing board.  The Council’s 
Auditor shall perform such functions as may be required by provisions of applicable law, 
this Agreement, the Bylaws and by the director of the Governing Board. 

 
The COG’s Accountant/Auditor directs the external audits of both COG and ACE.  In that 
capacity, he should be provided the drafts and final audit reports along with any management 
letters prior to distribution to COG Governing Board and ACE Construction Authority. 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
3452 East Foothill Blvd. Suite 810, Pasadena, California 91107  Phone: (626) 564-9702 FAX: (626) 564-1116 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
 
Date:  February 8, 2012 
 
To:  City Managers’ Steering Committee 
 
From:   Chip Conway, SGVCOG Accountant/Treasurer 
 
Re:  FY 2010-2011 Audited Financial Statements 
 
Attached please find the above-mentioned financial report.   
 

Recommended Action: 
Receive and File 
 

Background: 
Article VII, Section 5 of the SGVCOG’s JPA Agreement stipulates that the records and accounts of the 
SGVCOG shall be audited annually by an independent certified public accountant and in compliance with 
Government Code Sections 6505.5 and 6505.6.  Furthermore, said report shall be presented to our 
member agencies within 15 days after receipt of said audit. 
 
Vasquez & Company, LLP, located in Los Angeles, was hired in 2009 through a competitive procurement 
to perform the independent audit for both SGVCOG and ACE for the fiscal years beginning in FY 2009 
through 2013.  This is their third audit.  
 
In 2003, the Board decided to consolidate ACE and the SGVCOG financial statements for public 
presentation since ACE is a component unit of the SGVCOG.  However, the scope and magnitude of 
these two organizations are entirely different and, for Board discussion purposes, they have been 
separated.  See the following attachments for the audited financial statements: 
  

A) SGVCOG 
B) ACE 
C) Combined SGVCOG/ACE 

 
Summary - SGVCOG 
Significant legal and audit assistance expenses associated with the Caltrans audit, public records requests 
and definition of responsibilities between ACE and COG (approximately $59,921) were offset by lower 
than budgeted expenses in federal/state advisory services, federal/state advocacy travel, and 
printing/publication. The net impact was an increase in Net Assets of $34,491 vs. a budgeted amount of 
$35,400. 
 
Last year, as part of the FY 2009-10 audit, the COG did not receive a Management Letter or any 
comments for improvements from the auditors.   
 
This year’s audit was accompanied by a Management Letter that mentioned two items:  1) Lack of initials 
and review on bank reconciliations and 2) delays in depositing checks. Management has responded that it 
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is now initialing all reconciliations. Due to the small number of employees, COG had been waiting for the 
accountant to input the checks and having the Office Manager deposit the checks when she had time. 
Management has revised the procedure so that all checks are logged by the Office Manager, input and 
deposited by the Accountant on a weekly basis.  

Summary –ACE 
The FY 2010-11 audit shows a fund balance decrease of $4.3 million as a direct result of the arbitrage 
rebate payments that were made in connection with the IRS examination of 2007, $20 million GANS 
issue.  Payments were covered with net investment income generated from investing commercials paper 
proceeds. 
 
Last year. as part of the FY 2009-10 audit, the auditor’s Management Letter raised two issues: 1) In FY 
2008 and FY 2009 ACE deferred a combined total of $583,950 in unallowed indirect expense that was 
billable to Metro. It was expensed to and reimbursed by Metro in FY 2010.  2) Concern was raised over 
ACE’s FY 2010’s budget being unduly optimistic.  ACE has under-run its budget for three years in a row.  
In FY 2010, actual revenues and expenditures for ACE were $22.4 million, or 22% below the original 
budget.  Under-running a budget negatively impacts reimbursement of indirect expense because the state 
approved indirect rate is based on the original budget and used by both Caltrans and Metro in reimbursing 
ACE for indirect expense.  The current balance of deferred indirect expense is now $2,033,076.  
 
The Management Letter that accompanies the FY 2010-11 is not being released until the ACE Board 
receives it along with the audited financial statements.   
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 Report of Independent Auditors  
 
 
Board of Directors 
Alameda Corridor – East Construction Authority 
 
 
We have audited the accompanying basic financial statements of Alameda Corridor - East (ACE) 
Construction Authority, a component unit of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, as of and 
for the year ended June 30, 2011, as listed in the table of contents. These financial statements are 
the responsibility of ACE Construction Authority's management. Our responsibility is to express an 
opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements 
are free of material misstatement. An audit includes consideration of internal control over financial 
reporting as a basis for designing audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but 
not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of ACE Construction Authority’s 
internal control over financial reporting. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also 
includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the 
financial statements, assessing the accounting principles used and the significant estimates made 
by management, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe that 
our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion. 
 
In our opinion, the component unit financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all 
material respects, the financial position of ACE Construction Authority as of June 30, 2011, and the 
changes in its financial position for the year then ended in conformity with accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America. 
 
In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated     
December 5, 2011, on our consideration of ACE Construction Authority's internal control over 
financial reporting and on our tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, 
contracts, and grant agreements and other matters. The purpose of that report is to describe the 
scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and compliance and the results of that 
testing, and not to provide an opinion on internal control over financial reporting or on compliance. 
That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government Auditing 
Standards and should be considered in assessing the results of our audit. 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis and budgetary comparison information are not a required 
part of the basic financial statements but are supplementary information required by accounting 
principles generally accepted in the United States of America. We have applied certain limited 
procedures, which consisted principally of inquiries of management regarding the methods of 
measurement and presentation of the required supplementary information. However, we did not 
audit the information and express no opinion on it. 
 
 
 
Los Angeles, California 
December 5, 2011 
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The following discussion and analysis of the financial performance and activity of the Alameda 
Corridor – East (ACE) Construction Authority provides an overview of ACE Construction Authority 
financial statements for the year ended June 30, 2011.  This discussion was prepared by 
management and should be read in conjunction with the financial statements and notes which follow 
this section.   
 

Background 
 
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) created the ACE Construction Authority 
in 1998 to mitigate the effects of increasing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) train traffic in the San 
Gabriel Valley. There were 55 “at-grade” crossings in the Valley where vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic cross directly over railroad tracks and must stop while trains pass by. This creates congestion, 
degrades the local environment, and compromises safety. The ACE Project will separate 20 
crossings at the busiest intersections – by either raising or lowering the crossing street or the 
railroad – along the 35-mile freight rail corridor from East Los Angeles to Pomona.  
 
The original budget for the project was $950 million in 1998 dollars. The project was broken out into 
two phases. Phase I included a test deployment of a modernized traffic control system, safety 
improvements at 39 grade crossings, and 10 grade separations, two of which were assigned to 
other agencies. Phase II included the remaining 10 grade separations. Since then, all but one of the 
10 Phase I grade separations are completed or in construction. The current cost estimates for all 
active or completed projects consisting of the safety improvements and 14 grade separations is 
$1.143 billion. The remaining six grade separations in the overall adopted project are the subject of 
an update study. Their updated definition and cost estimates should be available by the end of 
calendar year 2011. 
 
The Nogales Street project in West Covina/Industry was completed in 2005, the Reservoir Street 
project in Pomona was opened to traffic in 2005, Ramona Boulevard in El Monte, East End Avenue 
in Pomona, and Brea Canyon Road in Industry/Diamond Bar opened in 2008, and Sunset Avenue in 
City of Industry opened in 2010. The Temple Avenue Train Diversion in Pomona construction is 
complete, though we must await Union Pacific/Kinder Morgan agreement on relocating two Kinder 
Morgan pipelines in order divert the train traffic away from two crossings.  The last piece of property 
needed for the remaining Phase I project, Baldwin Avenue in El Monte is in litigation and we 
anticipate construction starting in early 2012.  In addition, property acquisition for the southern 
Nogales Street grade separation is nearing completion and construction should begin in early 2012. 
The San Gabriel Trench project has completed design and property acquisition and can go into 
construction as soon as approved State funding is available. Finally, design has begun on two of the 
remaining Phase II projects – Puente Avenue and Fairway Drive (LA subdivision). 
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As of June 30, 2011 the following funding had been committed to the ACE project: 

Federal

TEA-21 Earmark $ 134.4           

Annual Appropriations (FY 2000-09) 19.7             

SAFETEA-LU Earmark 65.0             

ISTEA (Nogales LA) 6.9               

CMAQ (Nogales LA) 6.3               

Total Federal $ 232.4           

State

Trans. Imp. Program (FY 2000-04) 39.0             

PUC Grade Separation Fund 5.0               

Trans. Cong. Relief Prog. (TCRP) 130.3           

Trade Corr. Infr. Fund (TCIF) 336.6           

Hwy. Rail Crossing Safety Act (HRCSA) 25.6             

Total State 536.5           

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

   Transportation Authority (Metro)

17% - Match 259.9           

FY 2007 Call-for-projects 28.8             

Measure R 42.0             

Total Metro 330.7           

City/County Funds 29.6             

Railroad Contributions 20.5             

Total ACE Project Funding $ 1,149.7        

Committed/Pledged

($ millions)

 
 

The Committed/Pledged amounts may differ slightly from authorized funding due to budgetary 
holdbacks on multi-year grants, and reflect management’s best estimate as to the amount that will 
be available. In addition to the committed funds shown above, we expect to receive an additional 
$358 million in Metro Measure R funds through fiscal year 2019. Railroad contributions reflect a 
regulatory ceiling of 5% of construction cost pro-rated over the construction phase of the various 
projects.  
 
ACE Construction Authority manages its projects to avoid risk wherever possible. All projects are 
designed to be within the scope allowed by federal, state and local guidelines. The project host city 
is responsible for paying for any “betterments” not needed for the basic grade separation. In 
addition, each phase - design, right-of-way acquisition and utility relocation, and construction - must 
be approved for reimbursement in advance by Caltrans.  
 
ACE Construction Authority must pay contractors and vendors first before invoicing grantors for 
reimbursement.  Reimbursements are currently running between two to six weeks for Caltrans 
(Federal and State funding) and Metro (local funding). Working capital therefore remains a major 
consideration. The ACE Construction Authority’s parent organization, the San Gabriel Valley Council 
of Governments (SGVCOG), authorized the issuance of up to $100 million in grant anticipation 
notes (GAN) to satisfy working capital requirements. $27.350 million in GANs are outstanding at 
June 30, 2011. 
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Financial Highlights 
 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011: 
 

• Net assets decreased $4.3 million, a decrease of 42.19% primarily as a result of arbitrage 
rebate payments on net interest generated by net proceeds from the investment of 
commercial paper.  

 
• Construction in progress decreased $47.5 million, a decrease of 20.5%.  

 
• Total revenue decreased $31.3 million, a decrease of 41.2%. 

 
• Total project expense decreased $34.8 million, a decrease of 43.8%. 

 
 

Overview of Basic Financial Statements 
 

ACE Construction Authority's basic financial statements consist of three components: (1) 
Government-wide Financial Statements, (2) Fund Financial Statements and (3) Notes to the Basic 
Financial Statements. 
 
Government-wide Financial Statements 
 
The government-wide financial statements found on pages 11 and 12 are designed to give readers 
a broad overview of the Authority’s financial position. These include all of the Authority’s assets and 
liabilities, revenues and expenses. The accounting basis is full accrual (similar to private sector 
companies) where the Authority’s revenues and expenses are reported as the causal event occurs, 
instead of when the revenue was received or expense paid.  
 
The “Statement of Net Assets” presents all of the Authority’s assets and liabilities, with the 
difference reported as net assets (or equity in the private sector). While large net assets might 
indicate that a governmental agency has not spent all available revenues and other resources, 
negative net assets indicates that the agency has overspent. It is management’s position to maintain 
sufficient net assets to compensate for any disallowed costs, but to allocate any surplus to 
construction activities. 
 
The “Statement of Activities” presents the Authority’s revenues and expenses for the fiscal year 
ended on June 30, 2011. The statement has four primary areas: Operating Expenditures, Operating 
Revenues, Nonoperating Income (Expenses) and Change in Net Assets. Expenses are broken out 
into Direct (those expenses that can be identified directly to individual projects) and Indirect, while 
Financing Income is the interest earned on cash balances less interest and fees paid on the 
corresponding debt. 
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Fund Financial Statements 
 

The fund financial statements can be found on pages 11 and 12 of this report. A fund is a grouping 
of related accounts that is used to maintain control over resources that have been segregated for 
specific activities or objectives.  
 
ACE Construction Authority, unlike cities, county or State governments, has one activity – 
construction. All of ACE Construction Authority’s activities are classified as a Construction (Capital 
Projects) Fund with the exception of the amount invested in a deferred compensation plan funded 
solely by staff. 
 
Differences between the two sets of financial statements are normally determined by the complexity 
of the reporting agency and usually revolve around different treatments for capital assets and 
depreciation, and debt issuance and repayment. The Authority’s focus on a single activity results in 
the two statements being very similar. 
 
Notes to the Basic Financial Statements 
 

This report includes notes to the basic financial statements. They provide additional information that 
is important to a complete understanding of the data contained in the government-wide and fund 
financial statements. The notes can be found on pages 13 through 26 of this report. 
 

 
Statements of Net Assets 

 
The following table shows the condensed statements of net assets for the past two years: 
 

2011 2010

Current and other assets $ 45,329,675       $ 123,817,067    

Capital assets 23,160              43,208             

Construction in progress 183,999,655     231,505,012    

Less due to member cities and

Union Pacific Railroad (183,999,655)   (231,505,012)   

Total assets    45,352,835       123,860,275    

Current liabilities 39,431,887       113,617,868    

Net assets $ 5,920,948         $ 10,242,407      

June 30

 
 
All organizations are required to report construction in progress (that is, the sum of prior and current 
year’s construction expense) on the Statement of Net Assets as an asset. This would normally be 
done by treating each year’s construction as a capital expense which would be excluded from the 
Statement of Activities. However, the grant reimbursements generated by construction would be 
included in the Statement of Activities as revenue. The ACE Construction Authority is obligated to 
transfer components of completed projects to the UPRR and the cities so that they can be included 
in their financial statements. The resulting reduction in assets would flow through the Statement of 
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Activities as a loss. The net effect would be to produce widely fluctuating Net Assets and Fund 
Balances depending on whether ACE Construction Authority was constructing (Surplus) or 
transferring assets to member cities (Deficit). 
 
Therefore, the ACE Construction Authority elected to treat construction in progress as a matching 
asset and liability. This shows the total cost of ACE Construction Authority’s projects and the 
resulting liability to transfer the assets upon completion while not unduly impacting the Statement of 
Activities. 
 
Assets decreased by 63.4% to $45.4 million (see condensed Statements of Net Assets, page 7) 
mainly due to reducing the amount held in investments to pay down outstanding GANs to match 
lower levels of project activity, lower grants and unbilled receivables as a result of lower grant 
reimbursable incurred expenditures.    
 
Construction in progress decreased 21% to $184 million (see condensed Statements of Net Assets, 
page 7) primarily as a result of the completion of the Sunset project without offsetting construction. 
 
Deferred revenue (unearned and unavailable) increased 22.9% to $5.6 million (see Statement of 
Net Assets, page 11) primarily due to having to recognize $1.8 million of surplus rental property 
generating revenue after project was closed.  Sale of this property is expected to take place within 
the next fiscal year. 
 
The SGVCOG, on behalf of the Authority, had $27.35 million (see Statement of Net Assets, page 
11) in variable rate, tax-exempt commercial paper outstanding as of June 2011. The decision as to 
how much to issue is made periodically by the ACE Construction Authority management in 
consultation with its financial advisors taking into account current and prospective cash flow needs. 
 
Grants and unbilled receivables decreased 48.6% to $4 million and 56.19% to $7.6 million (see 
Statement of Net Assets, page 11) respectively due to lower reimbursable grant expenditures.  
 
The FY2011 revised Budget for operating expenditures was $82.7 million compared to $97.5 million 
in FY2010.  Actual total operating expenditures are $44.2 million compared to $78.5 million in 
FY2010. (See Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance – Budget to 
Actual, page 27). 
 
Project revenues continue to closely track expenditures. ACE Construction Authority’s policy is to 
avoid where possible costs not reimbursable under State and Federal guidelines; Metro also 
provides project funds and, under separate agreement, continues to fund certain administrative 
expenses not reimbursable under federal and state regulations; Cities requesting work in excess of 
Caltrans guidelines (referred to as betterments) are paid for by the requesting city.   
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Statement of Activities 

 
The following table shows the condensed statements of activities for the past two years: 
 

2011 2010

Project expenses

Direct (construction) $ 40,879,495     $ 74,840,690   

Indirect expenses charged to operations 3,735,496       4,554,512     

Total project expenses 44,614,991     79,395,202   

Revenues

Grant reimbursements 44,181,756     74,623,951   

Other operating revenues 475,871          1,359,697     

Total revenues 44,657,627     75,983,648   

Income/(loss) from operations 42,636            (3,411,554)    

Nonoperating income (expense)

Financing income 543,560          692,556        

Financing expense (4,907,655)      (624,971)       

Net financing income (expense) (4,364,095)      67,585          

Change in net assets (4,321,459)      (3,343,969)    

Net assets at beginning of year 10,242,407     13,586,376   

Net assets at end of year $ 5,920,948       $ 10,242,407   

Years ended June 30

 
 
The ACE Construction Authority is reimbursed for indirect expenses based on Caltrans approved 
Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP) rate. The reimbursement is added to all Caltrans and Metro 
invoices and is calculated by applying the ICAP rate to direct salaries and wages and fringe 
benefits. The applied indirect expense to projects was lower than the actual indirect expense 
incurred, resulting in a deferral of $298,293 to future years.  
  
 

 

 

 

 

Page 29 of 151

RB-AR4744



DRAFT
Alameda Corridor - East Construction Authority 

(A Component Unit of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments) 
Management’s Discussion and Analysis 

Year ended June 30, 2011 

 

 10

 
Capital Assets 
 
ACE Construction Authority had $23,160 and $43,208 invested in capital assets, net of depreciation, 
as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, respectively.  
 
ACE Construction Authority’s capital assets consist of leasehold improvement and office equipment 
only. 
 

Economic Factors and Next Year’s Budget 
 

Sufficient funds were available at the close of FY 2011 to continue with remaining active grade 
separation projects.  
 
Los Angeles County voters approved Measure R in November 2008. ACE Project is included for 
$400 million in local funds over the life of the sales tax.  Metro has approved an initial drawdown of 
$42 million for the ACE Project and projects that the full $400 million will be available between now 
and FY 2019.    
 
ACE Construction Authority Board approved suspension of the Integrated Rail Roadway System 
(IRRIS), a traffic signal system demonstration project, in June 2009. A total of $6.4 million has been 
spent on the project since inception. Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration have 
approved the closeout of the project. 
 
With less than a quarter of expenditure activity in FY 2012, it is challenging to estimate that actual 
expenditures will be consistent with levels assumed in the FY 2012 budget.  However, using recent 
expenditure trends it appears the ACE Construction Authority will be within 20% of the FY 2012 
Approved Budget of $72 million.  
 

Requests for Information 
 

These financial statements are designed to provide citizens, taxpayers, customers, and creditors 
with a general overview of the Authority's finances and to demonstrate accountability for the money 
it receives. If there are any questions about this report or a need for additional information, please 
contact The ACE Construction Authority, 4900 Rivergrade Road, Suite Al20, Irwindale, CA 91706, 
or call (626) 962-9292. 
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Capital Project Government-

Fund Adjustment wide

Current assets

Cash and investments $ 24,378,470 $ -                      $ 24,378,470

Grants receivable 4,032,710 -                      4,032,710

Unbilled receivables 7,617,163 -                      7,617,163

Interest receivable 16,430 -                      16,430

Retention receivable 4,960,642 -                      4,960,642

Receivable - other 120,656 -                      120,656

Deferred cost incurred 2,331,369 -                      2,331,369

Prepaid expenses

Insurance 34,693 -                      34,693

Cost of issuance, commercial paper 74,351 -                      74,351

Property held for sale 1,763,191 -                      1,763,191

45,329,675 -                      45,329,675

Noncurrent assets

Leasehold improvements and equipment, net -                    23,160            23,160            

Construction in progress -                    183,999,655 183,999,655   

Less due to member cities and Union Pacific Railroad -                    (183,999,655)  (183,999,655) 

Total assets 45,329,675 23,160 45,352,835

Current liabilities

Accounts payable and accrued expense 5,456,811 -                      5,456,811

Accrued retention payable 895,520 -                      895,520

Deferred revenue 5,622,131 -                      5,622,131

Compensated absences 107,425 -                      107,425

Commercial paper 27,350,000 -                      27,350,000

Total liabilities 39,431,887 -                      39,431,887     

Fund balance

Nonspendable for:

Deferred cost incurred 2,331,369

Prepaid expenses 109,044

Assigned:

Capital project fund 3,457,375

Total fund balance $ 5,897,788     

Invested in capital assets 23,160            23,160            

Unrestricted -                      5,897,788

Total net assets $ 23,160            $ 5,920,948       

ASSETS

LIABILITIES 

FUND BALANCES/NET ASSETS

Net assets
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Capital Project Government-

Fund Adjustment wide

Project expenses

Direct (construction) $ 40,879,495 $ -                        $ 40,879,495       

Indirect expenses charged to operations 3,715,448        20,048               3,735,496         

Total project expenses 44,594,943      20,048               44,614,991       

Revenues

Grant reimbursements 44,181,756 -                        44,181,756       

Other operating revenues 475,871 -                        475,871            

Total revenues 44,657,627      -                    44,657,627       

Income from operations 62,684             (20,048)             42,636              

Nonoperating income (expense)

Financing income 543,560 -                        543,560            

Financing expense (4,907,655)      -                        (4,907,655)        

Net nonoperating income (expense) (4,364,095)      -                    (4,364,095)        

Deficiency of revenues over 

     expenditures/Change in net assets (4,301,411)      (20,048)             (4,321,459)        

Fund balance/Net Assets at beginning of year 10,199,199 43,208               10,242,407       

Fund balance/Net Assets at end of year $ 5,897,788        $ 23,160               $ 5,920,948         
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES  
    

The Reporting Entity 
  ACE Construction Authority is a component unit of the San Gabriel Valley Council of 

Governments, (SGVCOG). 
 

  Basis of Accounting 
  Government-wide reporting uses the full accrual basis of accounting. The Statement of 

Activities presents changes in Net Assets. (This is equivalent to an Income and 
Changes in Equity Statement in private sector companies.) Revenues are recorded 
when earned and expenses are recognized at the time of the causal event. 

 
  ACE Construction Authority recognizes reimbursements from grants as revenues to 

the extent reimbursing obligations are earned on or before June 30, 2011 and are 
therefore the same under both modified accrual and full accrual basis. Major interest 
bearing debt is short-term in nature so there is no difference relating to accrued interest 
owed. 

    
  Description of Funds  
  ACE Construction Authority uses funds and account groups to report on its financial 

position and results of its operations. Fund accounting is designed to demonstrate 
legal compliance and to aid financial management by segregating transactions related 
to certain government functions or activities. 

 
  Governmental Fund 
  Capital Project Fund - Accounts for the activity of obtaining support from governmental 

groups, determining funding and specifications for structures needed and to fund the 
contracts for the grade crossing improvements. This fund accounts for most of the 
activities of the Authority. 

 
Fund Balance Reporting 
During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority has 
implemented Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 54, 
Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions. This Statement 
establishes the following fund balance classifications that comprise a hierarchy 
based primarily on the extent to which a government is bound to observe constraints 
imposed upon the use of the resources reported in governmental funds: 
 
Nonspendable fund balance includes amounts that cannot be spent because they 
are either (a) not in spendable form or (b) legally or contractually required to be 
maintained intact.  Examples are inventories, prepaid expenses, long-term 
receivables, or non-financial assets held for resale. 
 

Restricted fund balance includes resources that are subject to externally enforceable 
legal restrictions. It includes amounts that can be spent only for the specific 
purposes stipulated by constitution, external resource providers, or through enabling 
legislation.  
 

Page 33 of 151

RB-AR4748



DRAFT
Alameda Corridor - East Construction Authority 

(A Component Unit of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments) 
Notes to Financial Statements 

Year ended June 30, 2011 

 

14 
 

 

NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 
 
Fund Balance Reporting (continued) 
 
Committed fund balance includes amounts that can be used only for the specific 
purposes determined by a formal action of ACE Construction Authority’s highest level 
of decision-making authority (Board of Directors). 
 
Assigned fund balance consists of funds that are set aside for specific purposes by 
ACE Construction Authority’s highest level of decision making authority or a body or 
official that has been given the authority to assign funds.  Assigned funds cannot 
cause a deficit in unassigned fund balance. 

Unassigned fund balance - is the residual classification for ACE Construction 
Authority’s general fund and includes all spendable amounts not contained in the 
other classifications. This category also provides the resources necessary to meet 
unexpected expenditures and revenue shortfalls. 

The Board of Directors, as ACE Construction Authority’s highest level of decision-
making authority, may commit fund balance for specific purposes pursuant to 
constraints imposed by formal actions taken.  Committed amounts cannot be used 
for any other purpose unless the Board of Directors removes or changes the specific 
use through the same type of formal action taken to establish the commitment.  ACE 
Construction Authority does not have any fund balance that meet this classification 
as of June 30, 2011. 

The Board of Directors delegates the authority to assign fund balance to the Chief 
Executive Officer for purposes of reporting in the annual financial statements. 

ACE Construction Authority considers the restricted fund balances to have been 
spent when expenditure is incurred for purposes for which both unrestricted and 
restricted fund balance is available. ACE Construction Authority considers 
unrestricted fund balances to have been spent when an expenditure is incurred for 
purposes for which amounts in any of the unrestricted classifications of fund balance 
could be used.  When expenditures are incurred for purposes for which amounts in 
any of the unrestricted fund balance classifications could be used, it is the policy of 
ACE Construction Authority to reduce the committed amounts first, followed by 
assigned amounts, and then unassigned amounts. 

   
  Budgetary Reporting 
  The Board approved the FY 2011 budget in July 2010. 
 
  The budget was based on estimated expenditures over the operating period. 

Significant under-runs were initially encountered as the Authority experienced delays in 
obtaining various Caltrans’ required approvals for major design contracts from Federal 
and State grantors. 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 

  Budgetary Reporting (continued) 
  It is the Authority's policy not to start any phase of a project (i.e., design, right-of-way 

acquisition, or construction), unless there are sufficient funds to complete that phase. 
All project related expenses are reimbursable from existing grants and, as such, 
budgeted revenues were not budgeted separately, but derived from budgeted 
expenditures. 

 
Cash Equivalents 

  Cash equivalents are those short-term investments readily converted into cash. 
Deposits with the State of California’s Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) Operating 
Fund and the bond portfolio managed by Citizens' Business Bank meet that 
description. 
 

  Grant Revenues and Expenditures 
  All grants are between the SGVCOG and the granting authority. ACE Construction 

Authority has been given authority to obtain and administer funding in the name of 
SGVCOG. The MTA grant was in existence when ACE Construction Authority was 
created and all subsequent grants therefore are administered by ACE Construction 
Authority. 

 
  To-date, all grants with the exception of the UPRR contributions are, and are 

anticipated to be in the future, cost reimbursable. That is, the Authority must first 
expend the money and then bill for reimbursement from the grantors. 

    

  Short-term Notes (Commercial Paper) 
  In March 2001, SGVCOG authorized the issuance of up to $100,000,000 in short-term 

variable rate tax-exempt grant anticipation notes. The notes are backed by a letter of 
credit from Bayern LB. 

 
As of June 30, 2011, $27.35 million in variable rate, tax-exempt commercial paper is 
outstanding. The decision as to how much to issue is made periodically by the ACE 
Construction Authority management in consultation with its financial advisors taking 
into account current and prospective cash flow needs. 

 
  ACE Construction Authority management and financial advisors review on a periodic 

basis the current and prospective cash requirements in determining the amount of 
commercial paper to be issued. 

 
  Arbitrage has been earned on the differential between interest earned on investment 

with the State Treasurer's Local Agency Fund (LAIF) and a local bank, and to holders 
of the commercial paper. Arbitrage earned may be required to be refunded unless 
certain specific Internal Revenue Code requirements are met. Specific provisions of 
the borrowing are described in Note 4 (Advances by the San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments). 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 
  Leasehold Improvements and Equipment 
  Phases of equipment and other improvements that can be capitalized are recorded as 

expenditures in the capital projects fund. The threshold for capitalization has been 
$5,000 since FY 2005 in accordance with Federal guidelines. On the government- 
wide financial statements such items are recorded as capital assets and are 
depreciated based upon their estimated useful lives on a straight-line basis. Useful 
lives of assets categories are as follows: 

 
   Leasehold improvements   10 years 
   Office furniture     10 years 
   Computer, office and telephone equipment   5 years   

    
  Use of Estimates 

The process of presenting financial information requires the use of estimates and 
assumptions regarding certain assets and liabilities and their related income and 
expense items. Grant reimbursements and construction costs are especially 
vulnerable to such assumptions and accordingly actual results may differ from 
estimated amounts. 

 
  Property Held for Sale 
  The property held for sale is recorded at the lower of acquisition cost or estimated net 

realizable value.  
   
 
NOTE 2 LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS AND EQUIPMENT 
 
  The leasehold improvement and equipment are recorded at cost and consist of the 

following: 
 

Balance Balance

July 1, 2010 Additions Deletions June 30, 2011

Cost:

Leasehold improvements $ 19,762 $             -   $              -   $ 19,762 

Computer equipment

   Hardware 159,992             -                -   159,992 

   Software 105,692             -                -   105,692 

   Website 3,393             -                -   3,393 

Telephone equipment 12,086             -                -   12,086 

Office furniture 31,972             -                -   31,972 

Total cost          332,897             -                -             332,897 

Less accumulated depreciation for:

Leasehold improvements 18,774 988                        - 19,762 

Computer equipment

   Hardware 142,968 9,259                     - 152,227 

   Software 83,186 8,376                     - 91,562 

   Website 3,393 -                        - 3,393 

Telephone equipment 12,086 -                        - 12,086 

Office furniture 29,282 1,425                     - 30,707 

Total accumulated depreciation          289,689     20,048                -           309,737 

Leasehold improvements and equipment, net $ 43,208           $ (20,048)  $ -              $ 23,160           

 

Depreciation expense included in indirect expenses for the year ended June 30, 2011 
amounted to $20,048. 
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NOTE 3 CASH AND INVESTMENTS 
 

Cash and investments at June 30, 2011 as classified in the accompanying financial 
statements are composed of: 

 

Cash in bank $ 7,577,692

Pooled funds 1,543,746

Money market funds 2,202,259

Medium-Term Notes 2,438,260           

US Treasury obligations 10,616,513         

Total cash and investments $ 24,378,470

 
 
Investments Authorized by the California Government Code and ACE 
Construction Authority's Investment Policy 
 
The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized for ACE 
Construction Authority by the California Government Code (or ACE Construction 
Authority's investment policy, where more restrictive). The table also identifies 
certain provisions of the California Government Code (or ACE Construction 
Authority's investment policy, where more restrictive) that address interest rate risk, 
credit risk, and concentration of credit risk. This table does not address investments 
of debt proceeds held by bond trustee that are governed by the provisions of debt 
agreements of ACE Construction Authority, rather than the general provisions of the 
California Government Code or ACE Construction Authority's investment policy. 
 

Maximum Maximum 

Maximum Percentage Investment

Maturity of Portfolio in One Issuer

Local Agency Bonds 5 years  None None

U.S. Treasury Obligations 5 years  None None

U.S. Agency Securities 5 years  None None

Banker's Acceptances 180 days 15% 5%

Commercial Paper 180 days 15% 5%

Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 5 years 30% None

Repurchase Agreements 30 days  None None

Reverse Repurchase Agreements 92 days 5% None

Medium-Term Notes 5 years 20% None

Mutual Funds N/A 20% 10%

Money Market Mutual Funds N/A 0% 10%

Mortgage Pass-Through Securities 5 years 20% None

County Pooled Investment Funds N/A  None None

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) N/A  None None

JPA Pools (other investment pools) N/A  None None
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NOTE 3 CASH AND INVESTMENTS (CONTINUED) 
 
Investments Authorized by Debt Agreements 

Investment of debt proceeds held by bond trustee are governed by provisions of the 

debt agreements, rather than the general provisions of the California Government 

Code or ACE Construction Authority's investment policy. 

 

The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized for investments 

held by bond trustee. The table also identifies certain provisions of these debt 

agreements that address interest rate risk, credit risk, and concentration of credit 

risk. 
 

Maximum Maximum 

Maximum Percentage Investment

Authorized Investment Type Maturity Allowed in One Issuer

U.S. Treasury Obligations None  None  None 

U.S. Agency Securities None  None  None 

Banker's Acceptances 180 days  None  None 

Commercial Paper 270 days  None  None 

Money Market Mutual Funds N/A  None  None 

Investment Contracts 30 years  None  None  
 
Disclosures Relating to Interest Rate Risk 

Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect 

the fair value of an investment. Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, 

the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to changes in market interest rates. One of 

the ways that ACE Construction Authority manages its exposure to interest rate risk 

is by purchasing a combination of short-term and long-term investments and by 

timing cash flows from maturities so that a portion of the portfolio is maturing or 

coming close to maturity over time as necessary to provide the cash flow and 

liquidity needed for operations. Information about the sensitivity of the fair values of 

ACE Construction Authority's investments (including investments held by trustee) to 

market interest rate fluctuations is provided by the following table that shows the 

distribution of ACE Construction Authority’s investment by maturity: 
  

12 Months 13 to 24 25 to 60 More than

Investment Type Total or less Months Months 60 months

LAIF $ 1,543,746 $        1,469,646 $              44,769 $             29,331 $                   - 

Held by trustee:

   Money market funds 2,202,259        2,202,259                        -                       -                   - 

   Investment contracts     13,054,773                        -       13,054,773                       -                   - 
Total $     16,800,778 $        3,671,905 $       13,099,542 $             29,331 $                   - 

Remaining maturity in months
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NOTE 3 CASH AND INVESTMENTS (CONTINUED) 
 

Investments with Fair Values Highly Sensitive to Interest Rate Fluctuations  

ACE Construction Authority has no investments (including investments held by 

trustees) that are highly sensitive to interest rate fluctuations (to a greater degree 

than already indicated in the information provided above). 

 

Disclosures Relating to Credit Risk 

Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its 

obligation to the holder of the investment. This is measured by the assignment of a 

rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating organization. Presented below is 

the minimum rating required by (where applicable) the California Government Code, 

ACE Construction Authority's investment policy, or debt agreements, and the actual 

rating at the end of the year for each investment type.  
 

Minimum Exempt 

Legal from Not

Investment Type Rating Disclosure AAA Aa rated

LAIF $ 1,543,746  N/A $                   - $                           - $                 - $ 1,543,746 
Held by trustee:

Money market funds 2,202,259  A                   - 2,202,259                 -                      - 
Investment contracts 13,054,773  N/A                   -         13,054,773                 -                      - 

Total $   16,800,778 $                   - $         15,257,032 $                 - $       1,543,746 

Rating as of year end

 

Concentration of Credit Risk 

ACE Construction Authority’s investment policy contains no limitations on the 

amount that can be invested in any one issuer beyond that stipulated by the 

California Government Code. As of June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority had 

no investments in any one issuer (other than U.S. Treasury securities, mutual funds, 

and external investment pools) that represent 5% or more of total ACE Construction 

Authority investments other than funds held by the trustee. 

 

ACE Construction Authority does not have any investments in any one issuer that 

represents 5% or more of total investments. 

 

Custodial Credit Risk 

Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a 

depository financial institution, a government will not be able to recover its deposits 

or will not be able to recover collateral securities that are in the possession of an 

outside party. The custodial credit risk for investments is the risk that, in the event of 

the failure of the counterparty (e.g., broker-dealer) to a transaction, a government will 

not be able to recover the value of its investment or collateral securities that are in 

the possession of another party. 
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NOTE 3 CASH AND INVESTMENTS (CONTINUED) 
 

The California Government Code and ACE Construction Authority's investment 

policy do not contain legal or policy requirements that would limit the exposure to 

custodial credit risk for deposits or investments, other than the following provision for 

deposits: The California Government Code requires that a financial institution secure 

deposits made by State or local governmental units by pledging securities in an 

undivided collateral pool held by a depository regulated under State law (unless so 

waived by the governmental unit). The market value of the pledged securities in the 

collateral pool must equal at least 110% of the total amount deposited by the public 

agencies. California law also allows financial institutions to secure public agency 

deposits by pledging first trust deed mortgage notes having a value of 150% of the 

secured public deposits. As of June 30, 2011, the Authority's deposit of $7,743,269 

with financial institutions is in excess of Federal depository insurance limits but are 

held in collateralized accounts. 

 

As of June 30, 2011, the following investment types were held by the same broker-

dealer (counterparty) that was used by ACE Construction Authority to buy the 

securities: 

 

  Reported 

Investment Type  Amount 

   

Money market funds $       $2,209,259 

 
  Investments in State Investment Pool 

ACE Construction Authority is a voluntary participant in the Local Agency Investment 

Fund (LAIF) that is regulated by the California Government Code under the oversight 

of the Treasurer of the State of California. At June 30, 2011, the total market value of 

LAIF, including accrued interest was approximately $66.52 billion. The fair value of 

ACE Construction Authority’s investment in this pool is $1,543,746 at June 30, 2011 

based upon ACE Construction Authority’s pro-rata share of the fair value provided by 

LAIF for the entire LAIF portfolio (in relation to the amortized cost of the portfolio). 

LAIF’s (and ACE Construction Authority’s) exposure to risk (credit, market or legal) is 

not currently available. 
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NOTE 4 ADVANCES BY THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
  Short-term Notes Payable (Commercial Paper) 

In the Spring of 2001 the SGVCOG entered into an agreement to borrow up to 

$100,000,000 in short-term debt guaranteed by a letter of credit and collateralized by 

the pledge of grant revenues. The securities issue is tax exempt. Notes outstanding 

at June 30, 2011, amounted to $27,350,000. Interest rates vary according to market 

conditions and have ranged from 0.38% and 0.24% in FY 2011. Proceeds of the 

borrowings have been used to pay for construction activities and also to provide a 

revenue source on the differential between interest earned and interest paid. The 

Commercial Paper is currently guaranteed by Bayern LB. 
 
 
NOTE 5 GRANT ACCOUNTING 

 
In the year ended June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority was the recipient, 

primarily from the Federal Department of Transportation through the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), of cost reimbursement type grants. There 

was also California transportation programs paid through Caltrans. Local share was 

received from Metro. All of these grants are expenditure driven; funds must be 

expended before reimbursement is received. Certain amounts have been held back 

by the grantor agency pending completion of certain phases of contracted work and 

some costs incurred are subject to disallowance. 

 

Receivable amounts at June 30, 2011, are shown net of disallowed costs. Caltrans 

approved, under Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87, an indirect 

overhead allocation formula of 397.1% of total direct salaries and fringe benefit 

costs. Indirect costs incurred in fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 were $3,608,604 

and previously deferred indirect expense was increased by $298,293. 

 
 
NOTE 6 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN 

 
Defined Benefit Pension Plan 

Effective June 17, 2002 contributions and earnings of continuing employees 

previously contributed to CalPars, were transferred to CalPERS. 

 
CalPERS is an agent, multiple employer defined benefit pension plan that acts as a 
common investment and administrative agent for participating public entities within 
the State of California; State statutes within the Public Employees Retirement Law 
establish menus of benefit provisions as well as other requirements. CalPERS 
issues separate comprehensive annual financial reports. Copies of the CalPERS' 
annual financial report may be obtained from CalPERS Executive Office - 400 P 
Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. Since the plan had less than 100 active members 
and at least one valuation since June 30, 2003, CalPERS requires the Authority's 
Plan to participate in a risk pool. Mandated pooling was effective with the June 20, 
2003 valuation.  
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NOTE 6 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN (CONTINUED) 
 
Funding Policy 
Active plan members as defined by the above statutes are required to contribute 7% 
of their annual covered salary. The Authority has elected to contribute this amount to 
CalPERS on behalf of eligible employees. The authority is also required to contribute 
the actuarially determined remaining amounts necessary to fund the benefits for its 
members. The actuarial methods and assumptions used are those adopted by 
CalPERS Board of Administration. The required employer contribution rate to 
CalPERS for the year ended June 30, 2011 is 8.475%. The contribution 
requirements of the plan members are established by State statute and the employer 
contribution rate is established and may be amended by CalPERS. 
 

  Annual Pension Cost (APC) 
For fiscal year 2011, the Authority's annual pension cost and actual contribution was 
$331,340. For the year ended June 30, 2011, the actuarial funding method used by 
the CalPERS is the Entry Age Normal Cost Method. Under this method, projected 
benefits are determined for all members and the associated liabilities are spread in a 
matter that produces level annual cost as the percentage of pay in each year from 
the age of hire (entry age) to the assumed retirement age. 

 
The actuarial assumptions included (a) 2% at 55 as the benefit formula; (b) 7.75% 
investment rate of return compounded annually (net of expenses); (c) projected 
payroll growth rate of 3.25% and inflation of 3.0% compounded annually; and (d) 2% 
cost-of-living adjustment. 
 
The actuarial funding process calculates a regular contribution schedule of 
employee contributions and employer contributions (normal costs) which are 
designed to accumulate with interest to equal the total present value of benefits by 
the time every member has left employment. As of each June 30, the actuary 
calculated the desirable level of plan assets as of that point in time by subtracting the 
present value of scheduled future employee contributions and future employer 
normal costs from the total present value of benefits. 

 
    Three-Year Trend Information for CalPERS 
 

  

APC

Year (APC) Contributed Obligation

6/30/2009 $ 207,868 100% $                       - 
6/30/2010 353,248 100%                       - 

6/30/2011 331,340 100%                       -  
  
 
  Postemployment Benefits 

ACE Construction Authority did not incur any other liabilities during fiscal year 2011 
related to postemployment benefits. 
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NOTE 6 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN (CONTINUED) 
 
  Deferred Compensation Plan 

The Authority has entered into a salary reduction deferred compensation plan for its 
employees. Securities held by the plan are valued at market. The plan allows 
employees to defer a portion of their current income from state and federal taxation. 
Employees may withdraw their participation at any time by giving written notice at least 
a week in advance prior to the effective date of the withdrawal. At June 30, 2011, plan 
assets totaling $1,162,063 were held by independent trustees and, as such, are not 
reflected in the accompanying basic financial statements. 
 

Balance at June 30, 2010 $          806,716 

Add employee contribution          160,881 

Add net realized and unrealized appreciation

in fair value of investments          196,968 

Less distributions (2,500)           

Less fees charged (2)                  

Balance at June 30, 2011 $ 1,162,063     

 
All amounts of compensation deferred under the plans are solely the property and 
rights of each beneficiary (pursuant to legislative changes effective 1998 to the Internal 
Revenue Code Section 457, this includes all property and rights purchased and 
income attributable to these amounts until paid or made available to the employee or 
other beneficiary). 
 

 
NOTE 7 COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES 
 

As mentioned in Note 5, the Authority receives reimbursement type grants from 
Federal, State and local sources. Certain expenditures are not allowable and not 
subject to reimbursement. Also, there may be disallowed costs. Management's 
experience in this regard indicates disallowances, if any, will not be material. 
 
In June 2009, ACE Construction Authority Board approved suspension of the 
Integrated Rail Roadway System (IRRIS), a traffic signal system demonstration 
project. A total of $6.4 million has been spent on the project since inception. The 
ACE Construction Authority staff has received a project close out from Caltrans. 
Management believes that no funds will be returned as a result of the suspension. 
 
Earnings from arbitrage may be subject to rebate under certain provisions of the 
Internal Revenue Service Code unless certain specific conditions are met. 
Management is committed to meeting those conditions. 
 
In the ordinary course of its operations, ACE Construction Authority is the subject of 
claims and litigations from outside parties. In the opinion of management, there is no 
pending litigation or unasserted claims, the outcome of which would materially affect 
ACE Construction Authority’s financial position. 
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NOTE 7 COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES (CONTINUED) 
 
 
The Authority occupies its office from Metropolitan Life Insurance Company subject to 
a lease expiring April 30, 2016. Monthly rent and a pro-rata share of facility 
maintenance and utilities are as follow: 

Monthly Annual

Period from/to Rent Amount

May 1, 2011 to April 30, 2012 $ 17,448 $           209,376 

May 1, 2012 to April 30, 2013 17,972           215,664 

May 1, 2013 to April 30, 2014 18,511           222,132 

May 1, 2014 to April 30, 2015 19,066           228,792 

May 1, 2015 to April 30, 2016 19,638           235,656 

$        1,111,620 Total lease commitments
 

 
Escrow Agreements for Contract Retention - The Escrow Agent, Contractor or Owner 
may terminate this Escrow Agreement, with or without cause, by providing 30 days 
prior written notice to the other parties. In the event of termination of this Escrow 
Agreement, all the funds on deposit shall be paid to the Owner and any accrued 
interest less escrow fees shall be paid to the Contractor. The Authority has recognized 
as expenditure retention payments totaling $3,763,151. Funds are deposited in several 
escrow accounts until release to the Contractor is authorized. 

   
 
NOTE 8 ACCOUNTING FOR CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS AND EVENTUAL DISPOSAL 

OF PROJECTS 
 

Except for minor acquisitions that may be sold by the ACE Construction Authority when 
no longer needed, all of the construction projects when completed, will be deeded to 
the Union Pacific Railroad and the cities in which they are located at no cost to the 
acquirer. At June 30, 2011, $574,432,135 of costs was accumulated on projects in 
process and $390,432,480 had been transferred to the railroad and impacted cities.  
 
Under the government funds and modified accrual basis of accounting $44,189,806 in 
FY 2011 project expenditures would be reported as expenditures in the year incurred. 
On the government-wide financial statements conforming to GASB 34 reporting on 
these transactions presents a challenge. Accumulating those costs as construction in 
progress (i.e., treated as a cash flow expenditure and not a current year expense) 
would substantially overstate income while reporting the disposal and expensing the 
accumulated costs would distort the cost of operations. In both cases, net assets would 
fluctuate wildly, depending on the timing of construction and disposal. 
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NOTE 8 ACCOUNTING FOR CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS AND EVENTUAL DISPOSAL 
OF PROJECTS (CONTINUED) 

 
To alleviate this situation, management has elected to record a liability (same amount 
as the construction in progress) to UPRR and governments likely to be the eventual 
owner of the improvements/grade separations. This approach will minimize the effects 
of both on the acquisition of property for construction and the accumulation of 
construction costs and their eventual disposal.  
 
 

NOTE 9 ACCOUNTING FOR ARBITRAGE 
 
In February of 2011 ACE received an Information Data Request from the Internal 
Revenue Service (“IRS”) related to arbitrage rebate compliance on its 2005 Series 
commercial paper draw.  Based upon this request, it was discovered that the Series 
2005 draw, and the previous three draws, had not met spending exceptions that 
would avoid the payment of any excess profits made on investing the tax-exempt 
commercial paper draws in taxable investments prior to these amounts being spent. 
 
ACE contracted with First Southwest Company to perform rebate calculations on all 
of its outstanding commercial paper draws.  Based upon these calculations, as of 
June 30, 2011, ACE has made payments to the IRS in the amount of $2,465,791, 
consisting of $2,214,731 of rebate liability, and $251,060 in late interest for required 
filings prior to June 30, 2011.   
 
As of June 30, 2011, the estimated liability payment on three outstanding 
commercial paper draws is $1,836,253. Of this total, $598,286 was paid on July 5, 
2011, $717,422 was paid on July 29, 2011, and $412,716 was paid on October 27, 
2011, leaving an estimated liability of $107,829 as of December 5, 2011. 
 
On October 28, 2011, ACE received a notice from the IRS which states that the IRS 
have made a determination to close the examination of ACE’s 2005 Series 
commercial paper draw with no change to the position that interest received by the 
beneficial owners of the Bonds is excludable from the gross income under section 
103 of the Internal Revenue Code. However, the IRS’ examination revealed that 
rebate payments were required and that ACE had no system to monitor the 
compliance with arbitrage and yield restriction regulations. Future noncompliance 
could result in penalties and/or the taxability of interest received by the beneficial 
owners of the Bonds. The accrued liability as of June 30, 2011 covers the rebate 
payments required and ACE is committed to having a system to monitor the 
compliance with arbitrage and yield restriction regulations. 
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  NOTE 10 SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

ACE Construction Authority has evaluated events subsequent to June 30, 2011 to 
assess the need for potential recognition or disclosure in the financial statements. 
Such events were evaluated through December 5, 2011, the date the financial 
statements were available to be issued. Based upon this evaluation, it was 
determined that no subsequent events occurred that require recognition or additional 
disclosure in the financial statements. 
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Variance

Amended Actual Positive

Original Final Amounts (Negative)

Revenues

Reimbursements

Federal grants $ 14,631,000      $  11,064,657 $ 4,985,702      $ (6,078,955)    

State grants 26,808,000          20,273,482 -                 (20,273,482)  

Local grants 67,941,000          51,380,209 39,196,054    (12,184,155)  

Other revenue 1,333,000                           -   332                332                

Total revenues    110,713,000      82,718,348     44,182,088    (38,536,260)

Operating expenditures

Construction

Design 7,698,000       7,389,951       7,375,691      14,260           

Right-of-Way acquisition 43,677,000     49,437,809     21,472,099    27,965,710    

Construction management 1,198,000       1,339,913       1,060,283      279,630         

Construction 51,726,000     19,368,157     9,665,665      9,702,492      

Betterments 970,000          1,336,518       1,305,757      30,761           

Total construction 105,269,000   78,872,348     40,879,495    37,992,853    

Indirect

Personnel

   Salaries and wages 1,625,000       1,654,000       1,571,525      82,475           

   Fringe benefits 467,000          477,000          480,984         (3,984)           

Employee related expenses 35,000            33,000            36,976           (3,976)           

Professional services

   Auditing/accounting 35,000            35,000            41,314           (6,314)           

   Disadvantaged business/labor compliance 161,000          161,000          90,681           70,319           

   Legal 55,000            55,000            63,022           (8,022)           

   Other -                  -                 225,426         (225,426)       

   Program management 923,000          952,000          654,870         297,130         

   Brokerage 65,000            65,000            59,346           5,654             

Insurance 166,000          131,000          98,624           32,376           

Equipment expense 48,000            37,000            40,642           (3,642)           

Office rental expense 203,000          203,000          187,356         15,644           

Office operations 38,000            38,000            57,838           (19,838)         

Other 5,000              5,000              -                 5,000             

Deferred indirect expense -                  -                 (298,293)        298,293         

Total indirect 3,826,000       3,846,000       3,310,311      535,689         

Total operating expenditures 109,095,000   82,718,348     44,189,806    38,528,542    

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over expenditures 1,618,000       -                 (7,718)            (7,718)           

Other financing sources (uses)

Investment revenue 638,000          638,000          543,560         (94,440)         

Interest and related expenses (562,000)         (562,000)        (4,907,655)     (4,345,655)    

Non-project reimburseable funds 285,000          285,000          312,798         27,798           

Non-project reimburseable expense (285,000)         (285,000)        (312,798)        (27,798)         

Rental revenue -                  -                 162,741         162,741         

Rental expense -                  -                 (92,339)          (92,339)         

Net other financing sources (uses) 76,000            76,000            (4,293,693)     (4,369,693)    

Change in fund balance 1,694,000       76,000            (4,301,411)     (4,377,411)    

Fund balance at beginning of year 10,199,199     10,199,199     10,199,199    -                

Fund balance at end of year $ 11,893,199     $ 10,275,199     $ 5,897,788      $ (4,377,411)    

Budgeted Amounts
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Report of Independent Auditors on Internal Control over Financial Reporting 
and on Compliance and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Basic Financial Statements  

Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards  
 
 

Board of Directors 
Alameda Corridor – East Construction Authority 
 
We have audited the financial statements of Alameda Corridor – East (ACE) Construction Authority, 
a component unit of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, as of and for the year ended      
June 30, 2011, and have issued our report thereon dated December 5, 2011. We conducted our 
audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and 
the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by 
the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
Management of ACE Construction Authority is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective 
internal control over financial reporting. In planning and performing our audit, we considered ACE 
Construction Authority’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis for designing our auditing 
procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the 
purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of ACE Construction Authority’s internal 
control over financial reporting. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of 
ACE Construction Authority’s internal control over financial reporting. 
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, 
or detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or 
combination of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a 
material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and 
corrected on a timely basis. 
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in 
the first paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control 
over financial reporting that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. 
We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be 
material weaknesses, as defined above. 
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Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether ACE Construction Authority’s financial 
statements are free of material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain 
provisions of laws, regulations, contracts and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could 
have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, 
providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit and, 
accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of 
noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing 
Standards. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the governing board, management, 
federal awarding agencies, and pass-through entities and is not intended to be and should not be 
used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 
 
Los Angeles, California 
December 5, 2011 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
  

 
 
 
Date:  February 8, 2012 
 
To:  City Managers’ Steering Committee 
 
From: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
Re:  FY 2011-12 Mid-Year Budget Review and Revision 
 

Recommended Action: 

Receive and file second quarter financial report and approve FY 2011-2012 mid-year budget revision.   

Background: 

Attached please find FY 2011-12 mid-year report regarding budget to actual.  Below is an overview of the 
proposed changes. As shown in Exhibit 1, revenues have increased slightly due to additional work 
activities approved by the Steering Committee and COG Governing Board.  The increased revenue will 
be offset by increased expenditures directly related to those specific activities (LA River 2 Metals TMDL 
and LA Permit Group).  Overall, the mid-year analysis indicates the COG will end the year with a small 
surplus ($4,266), which is within $1,000 of that which was estimated in June 2011. 

Revenues 

General – Dues from the majority of our member agencies are billed during the first quarter of the fiscal 
year and all have been paid.  Los Angeles County Districts 1 and 5 and SGV Water District are billed on a 
mid-year cycle. 

Grants – Grant income is received on a reimbursement basis and is shown when collected.  Based on the 
current status of the COG’s grants, the following budget revisions, indicated in parentheses, are being 
recommended: 

• San Gabriel Valley Energy Wise Partnership (SGVEWP) ($160,000):  Since 2009, the 
SGVCOG has been in local government partnership with Southern California Edison (SCE) to 
increase energy-efficiency through the San Gabriel Valley. This effort, known as the San Gabriel 
Valley Energy Wise Partnership (SGVEWP), is funded by the California Public Utilities 
Commissions (CPUC) and has a number of specific objectives including: 1) assisting local 
governments in identifying and implementing energy efficiency projects in their municipal 
facilities; 2) providing training to city staff on energy efficiency issues and initiatives including 
Title 24, AB 32 and Demand Response; and 3) educating and outreaching to the public to 
increase knowledge of energy-efficiency in their homes and business and provide information on 
SCE’s residential programs and rebates. 

The adopted FY 2011-12 budget anticipated revenues of $178,965 for this grant program.  It is 
being recommended that this revenue be reduced to $160,000.  SGVEWP budgets are based on a 
calendar rather than a fiscal year, and staff anticipates that, based on the workplan that has been 
developed, there will be higher expenditures in the latter half of 2012, particularly during the 
summer months when workshops and other events tend to occur.  Therefore, it is staff’s 
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recommendation that approximately $18,000 in revenues from this grant be carried forward to FY 
2012-13.   

• Watershed Coordinator ($50,995):  This grant was completed and closed out in January 2012.  
Therefore, actual final revenue and expenditures were included in the mid-year budget revision.   

• LA Rivers Reach 2 Metals TMDL Contract ($52,070):  In 2009, on behalf of several of our 
member agencies, the City of Monrovia requested the COG’s assistance in implementing 
mitigation strategies to meet the total maximum daily load (TMDL) requirements set forth by the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWCQB).  In order to meet these 
requirements, the cities must participate in a monitoring program.  However, in order to do so, the 
participating cities must be a part of a joint powers authority (JPA) to contractually engage a 
consultant.  These cities have requested that the SGVCOG serve as this JPA, rather than have the 
cities create a separate JPA specifically for this purpose.   

While the majority of work for this program was completed during FY 2009-10, the final 
completion of this project was on hold pending clarification and direction from the LARWQCB 
and final confirmation of the participating cities.  While awaiting this information, the contract 
between COG and the selected firm, CDM, expired.  However, a contract extension was approved 
at the November Governing Board meeting.  All remaining funds for this project have been kept 
in a separate savings account while work was on hold.   

• LA Permit Group Technical Assistance ($107,888):  The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (LARWQCB) is currently developing a new National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Separate Sanitary Storm Sewer (MS4 NPDES Permit).  This 
permit establishes regulations related to stormwater discharges.  As the potential costs and the 
legal implications of the new permit are high, the municipalities in Los Angeles County formed 
the LA Permit Group to develop a unified voice to participate in a collaborative negotiating 
process.  To prepare for negotiations for the new permit, the LA Permit Group is seeking 
technical consulting services to assist in the negotiations for the new permit.   

In October 2011, the LA Permit Group asked the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments to 
assist in developing a public procurement process to attain a technical consultant and to collect 
the funds necessary to support the contract.  At the November Governing Board meeting, staff 
was directed to assess each SGVCOG jurisdiction a flat-fee not to exceed $5,000 for these 
services as well as undertake an extensive outreach effort to collect a fee of $5,000 from those 
jurisdictions that are outside of the San Gabriel Valley that are also co-permittees on the new 
permit.   

The fee collected will only be used to cover the cost of this contract, which is $107,888 and the 
SGVCOG will not receive any portion of the collected funds.  If the amount of money collected 
exceeds the amount of the contract, each jurisdiction will be reimbursed a pro-rata share of the 
cost.  The LA Permit Group selected Larry Walker Associates and work began in late December.   

Currently, 31 cities have submitted letters of participation.  Because that exceeds the amount 
needed to fund the contract, each city will be receiving a reimbursement.   

Expenditures 

General:  Since the majority of the COG’s operating expenditures are tied to fixed fee not to exceed 
contracts, the second quarter expenditures were as planned.  The following adjustments are being 
recommended: 
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• Financial Audit Services ($13,500):  The adopted budget allocated $15,000 for this item.  The 
multi-year contract with the SGVCOG financial auditing firm, Vasquez and Company, for this 
service provides for a maximum payment of $13,500 for FY 2011-12.   

• Bookkeeping/Accounting ($12,000):  The adopted budget allocated $12,500 for this item.  This 
was to allow for a possible cost-of-living adjustment.  The payments for this position have 
retained at the FY 2010-11 levels.   

• Federal Advisory Services ($5,000):  The adopted budget allocated $25,000 for this budget 
item.  To date, the SGVCOG has not undertaken any public procurement process to secure a firm 
to provide Federal Advisory Services.  The City Managers’ Steering Committee and the 
Executive Committee are evaluating the value-added of having this service being provided on an 
ongoing basis.  It is anticipated that a recommendation for moving forward will be made as part 
of the FY 2012-13 budget.   

• Printing ($14,000):  The adopted budget allocated $20,000 for this budget item, which includes 
reproduction equipment lease costs, per copy costs, and supplies.  At mid-year, current 
expenditures are approximately $6,000, therefore staff is recommending that the budget item be 
reduced by $6,000.   

• SGVCOG Organization and Operation Review ($19,949):    In July 2011, the SGVCOG 
Governing Board authorized undertaking a public procurement process to hire a firm to conduct 
an organization and operation review of the SGVCOG.  However, at the time that the budget was 
adopted, an exact budget for this item had not been identified.  In October, the Governing Board 
authorized entering into a contract for an amount not to exceed $19,949 with City Gate 
Associates to conduct this study.  It is anticipated that work on this study will be completed in 
February 2012. 

• Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Municipal 
Representative Technical Assistance ($7,500):    In January 2012, the SGVCOG Governing 
Board authorized an expenditure of $7,500 to provide partial funding for a staff assistant to 
Mayor Mary Ann Lutz (Monrovia), who serves as the municipal representative on the 
LARWQCB.  Previously this position was funded by the League of Cities, Los Angeles Division.  
The SGVCOG is working with other regional entities, including Gateway COG, to fund the full 
cost ($30,000) of this part-time position.    

• Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition (LGSEC) ($10,000):    In January 2012, the 
SGVCOG Governing Board authorized an expenditure of $10,000 for one year in membership 
dues to join the LGSEC.  This group represents local governments at California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC) hearings.  In the coming year, 
the CPUC will be ruling on the upcoming 2013-14 cycle of energy efficiency funding.  
Participation in this group will ensure that the San Gabriel Valley will receive its fair share of 
funding.   

Grants:  Based on workflow and other issues discussed above, the following revisions to grant-
related expenses are being recommended: 

• Miscellaneous Grant Expenses ($5,000):  The adopted budget allocated $10,000 for this budget 
item, which includes costs that are related to the administration of grants but which cannot be 
charged to individual grants.  These costs include publishing request for proposals in newspapers 
and journals, legal fees associated with reviewing and developing contracts, and grants research 
forum memberships.  To date, actual expenditures are only $500.  Therefore it is recommended 
that the budget for this item be reduced by $5,000.   
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• Grants & Policy Committee Support ($20,000):  These funds are intended to support part-time 
staff assisting in the implementation of grants as well as management of policy committee related 
activities.  SGVCOG staff has not recruited for this position and intend to delay recruitment until 
completion of the organizational study.     

• Caltrans Audit Expenses ($2,400):  In September 2011, the Governing Board confirmed 
approval of a contract with Lopez and Company for an amount of up to $26,500.  The purpose of 
this contract was to prepare a response to the draft audit from Caltrans for the Community-Based 
Transportation Planning Grant.  The majority of the work for this contract was completed in FY 
2010-11, and this budget item reflects a final payment.    

• Contract Administrator ($20,000):  As part of the FY 2011-12 budget, the Governing Board 
directed staff to include a line item for a “contract administrator.”  At that time the exact cost, 
contractual relationship, and workplan were not defined.  Subsequent to adoption of the budget, 
the Governing Board took action to undertake an organization and operations review prior to 
taking action on the contract administrator position.  As discussed above, that study is currently 
underway, and the funds originally allocated for the contract administrator were used to fund the 
study.   

• Management Services Amendment #2 ($160,000):  The adopted budget allocated $200,000 for 
this budget item, which includes staff charges for work associated with the SCE CEESP grant.  
All funds associated with this budget are expended on a reimbursement basis to Arroyo 
Associates, based on actual manhour charges.  Staff is estimating that manhour charges will be 
approximately 20% lower than originally anticipated and is therefore recommending a revision to 
this budget item.  This revision is being recommended due to a reallocation of manhours to other 
projects and grants, which has lowered the manhours available to work on this project.  However, 
this project still remains on schedule for completion in October 2012.  Because the SGVCOG is 
fully reimbursed for all costs associated with this grant, this reduction in expenses has no net 
impact on the budget.    

• Watershed Coordinator Expenses ($44,344):  See explanation above under “Revenue.” 

• SCE Local Government Partnership Expenses ($30,000):  The adopted budget allocated 
$20,000 for this item.  Due to events, such as city recognition events, that are scheduled for 
Spring 2012, staff is recommending that this budget item be increased by $10,000.   

• SCE CEESP Expenses ($2,200,000):  The adopted budget allocated $2,160,000 for this budget 
item, which represents consultant fees and city reimbursement costs associated with 
implementation of the SCE CEESP grant.  The expenses for this project are being increased by 
$40,000 to reflect reimbursements to cities for energy efficiency audits of municipal facilities.  
This work was originally anticipated to occur in FY 2011-12, but has been accelerated due to 
coincide with other work efforts on the grant.  Because the SGVCOG is fully reimbursed for all 
costs associated with this grant, this increase in expenses has no net impact on the budget. 

• LA Rivers Reach 2 Metals TMDL Contract ($52,070):  See explanation above under 
“Revenue.” 

• LA Permit Group Technical Assistance ($107,888):  See explanation above under “Revenue.” 
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Budget Item
Adopted 

Budget FY 
2010-11

 Actual 
FY 2010-11 

Adopted FY 
2011-12

Mid-Year 
Actual

Proposed 
Mid-Year 
Revision

General Operating Income
Member Dues $719,800 $719,540 $701,211 $701,211 $701,211
Interest $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
Total General Operating Income $720,800 $720,540 $702,211 $701,211 $702,211

Grants & Special Project Income
SCE Local Government Partnership $126,343 $102,878 $178,965 $73,299 $160,000
Watershed Coordinator Grant $68,000 $84,022 $34,000 $50,995 $50,995
CalRecycle Grant $167,023 $123,375 $186,000 $57,623 $186,000
SCE CEESP Grant $1,650,433 $28,077 $2,360,000 $365,323 $2,360,000
Energy Upgrade California $21,573 $55,000 $24,850 $55,000
Total Grants & Special Project Income $2,011,799 $359,925 $2,813,965 $572,090 $2,811,995

Total Income $2,732,599 $1,080,465 $3,516,176 $1,273,301 $3,514,206

General Operating Expenses
Ongoing Management and Operational Contracts 

Management Services Contract (MSC) $422,154 $416,279 $422,154 $214,017 $428,033
MTA Board Support $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $25,000 $50,000
Legal Services $25,600 $64,000 $66,214 $47,261 $66,214
Financial Audit Services $13,000 $13,000 $15,000 $13,500 $13,500
Bookkeeping / Accounting $12,000 $13,000 $12,500 $6,000 $12,000

Consultant Services
 Federal Advisory Services $25,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $5,000

     Strategic Planning $16,000 $10,147 $16,000 $4,667 $16,000
     Media/Public Relations $10,000 $240 $10,000 $715 $10,000
     Annual Evaluation $4,500 $3,930 $4,500 $0 $4,500

SGVCOG Organization and Operation Review TBD $19,949 $19,949
LARWQCB Technical Support $7,500

Memberships
Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition $10,000

Special Events and Advocacy Travel
     Annual Federal Advocacy Delegation $17,000 $11,265 $17,000 $0 $17,000
     Annual State Advocacy Delegation $5,000 $0 $5,000 $0 $5,000
     Local Receptions $5,000 $3,606 $5,000 $3,067 $5,000
     Governing Board and Committee Meetings $7,500 $6,632 $7,500 $3,665 $7,500
Direct Expenses

Board Stipends $11,000 $11,650 $11,000 $4,850 $11,000
Insurance $6,000 $5,612 $6,000 $4,863 $6,000
Printing / Publication $20,000 $4,842 $20,000 $5,973 $14,000
Miscellaneous $20,000 $5,974 $20,000 $3,685 $20,000
Total Operating Expenditures $669,754 $620,177 $712,869 $337,262 $728,197

Grants & Special Projects Expenses
Grants & Special Projects Staff

MSC - Amendment #1 (Energy Wise, CalRecycle, Watershed) $105,000 $105,000 $105,000 $52,500 $105,000
MSC - Amendment #2 (SCE CEESP) $55,428 $21,896 $200,000 $57,147 $160,000
MSC - Amendment #3 (Energy Upgrade) $21,573 $55,000 $24,850 $55,000
Grants & Policy Committee Support $45,000 $40,000 $20,000 $0 $0
California Redistricting Commission Technical Assistance $20,000
Caltrans Audit Response Expenses $21,437 $2,400 $2,400
Contract Administrator $20,000 $0 $0

Consultant Services and Other Direct Grant Expenses
Miscellaneous Grant Expenses $10,000 $1,962 $10,000 $500 $5,000
Information Technology $5,000 $669 $5,000 $0 $5,000
Watershed Coordinator Grant $60,000 $73,237 $30,000 $44,344 $44,344
SCE Local Government Partnership Expenses $10,000 $13,198 $20,000 $20,104 $30,000
CalRecycle Grant Expenses $143,372 $100,000 $175,000 $20,189 $175,000
SCE CEESP Expenses $1,593,645 $6,181 $2,160,000 $308,176 $2,200,000
Total Grant & Special Project Expenses $2,027,445 $425,153 $2,800,000 $530,209 $2,781,744

Total Expenditures $2,697,199 $1,045,331 $3,512,869 $867,471 $3,509,940
Surplus $35,400 $35,135 $3,307 $4,266
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Report of Independent Auditors 
 

 
Members of the Governing Board 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
 
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments (the "COG") as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011, which collectively comprise 
the basic financial statements of the COG's primary government as listed in the table of contents. 
These financial statements are the responsibility of the COG's management. Our responsibility is to 
express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements 
are free of material misstatement. An audit includes consideration of internal control over financial 
reporting as a basis for designing audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over 
financial reporting. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes examining, on a 
test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements, assessing 
the accounting principles used and the significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe that our audit provides a 
reasonable basis for our opinion. 
 
The financial statements referred to previously include only the primary government of the San 
Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, which consists of all funds, organizations, institutions, 
agencies, departments, and offices that comprise the COG’s legal entity. The financial statements 
do not include financial data for the COG’s legally separate component unit, which accounting 
principles generally accepted in the United States of America require to be reported with the financial 
data of the COG’s primary government. As a result, the primary government financial statements do 
not purport to, and do not, present fairly, the financial position of the reporting entity of San Gabriel 
Valley Council of Governments, as of June 30, 2011, the changes in its financial position, or, where 
applicable, its cash flows for the year then ended in conformity with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America. In accordance with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, has issued separate 
reporting entity financial statements, for which we have issued our report dated January 17, 2012. 
 
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to previously present fairly, in all material respects, 
the financial position of the primary government of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, as of 
June 30, 2011, and the changes in its financial position and its cash flows for the year then ended in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 
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In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated January 
17, 2012, on our consideration of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments' internal control over 
financial reporting and on our tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, 
contracts, and grant agreements and other matters. The purpose of that report is to describe the 
scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and compliance and the results of that 
testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over financial reporting or on 
compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government 
Auditing Standards and should be considered in assessing the results of our audit. 
 
The management’s discussion and analysis on pages 3 through 6 is not a required part of the basic 
financial statements, but is supplementary information required by accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America. We have applied certain limited procedures, which 
consisted principally of inquiries with management regarding the methods of measurement and 
presentation of the required supplementary information. However, we did not audit the information 
and express no opinion on it. 
 

 

 
Los Angeles, California  
January 17, 2012
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Our discussion and analysis of the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the "COG") financial 
performance presents an overview of the COG's financial activities during the fiscal year ended      
June 30, 2011. We encourage readers to consider information presented here in conjunction with 
the financial statements (beginning on page 7).The financial statements, notes and this discussion 
and analysis were prepared by the management and are the responsibility of management. 
 
Background 
 
The COG was created effective March 17, 1994 by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) among various 
member San Gabriel Valley Cities to promote cooperation, exchange ideas, coordinate regional 
government programs and to provide recommendations and solutions to common problems and to 
general concern of member governments. 
 
In 1998, the COG created the Alameda Corridor - East (ACE) Construction Authority to mitigate the 
effects of increasing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) train traffic in the San Gabriel Valley. There 
were 55 “at-grade” crossings in the Valley where vehicular and pedestrian traffic cross directly over 
railroad tracks and must stop while trains pass by. This creates congestion, degrades the local 
environment, and compromises safety. The ACE Project will separate 20 crossings at the busiest 
intersections – by either raising or lowering the railroad or the intersecting street – along the 35-mile 
freight rail corridor from East Los Angeles to Pomona.  
 
Financial Highlights 
 
FY 2010-11 marks the end of the second year of the COG’s three-year strategic planning cycle.  
One of the major focuses of the current Strategic Plan is the implementation of the San Gabriel 
Valley’s Energywise Partnership Program. This is a contractual relationship with Southern California 
Edison (SCE) focused on increasing energy-efficiency throughout the San Gabriel Valley.  This effort 
has a number of specific objectives including: 1) assisting local governments in identifying and 
implementing energy-efficiency projects in their municipal facilities; 2) providing training to city staff 
on energy efficiency issues and initiatives including Title 24, AB 811, AB 32 and Demand Response; 
and 3) educating and outreaching to the public to increase knowledge of energy-efficiency in their 
homes and businesses and provide information on SCE’s residential programs and rebates.  While a 
third party implementer and qualified technical consultants are utilized to manage and implement 
specific energy-efficiency retrofit projects, the COG, as the local government partner, is primarily 
responsible for administration, marketing and outreach for the Partnership. 

 

Overview of Financial Statements 
 
In FY 2010-11 income from dues decreased slightly from the previous year. This was due to 
changes in population figures associated with 2010 census and reconciliation of those numbers with 
State Department of Finance. FY 2010-11 marks the 5th consecutive year the COG has not 
increased dues for member agencies. Revenues from grants increased slightly due to the increased 
activity associated with the various programs using grant funds. 
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The financial statements present the financial picture of the COG from the economic resources 
measurement focus using the accrual basis of accounting. These statements include all recordable 
assets of the COG as well as all liabilities. All of the current year’s revenues and expenses are taken 
into account regardless of when cash is received or paid. The statement of cash flows provides 
information about the COG’s cash receipts, cash payments, and net changes in cash resulting from 
operating, capital and related investing activities during the reporting period. 
 
The statement of net assets and the statement of revenues, expenses and changes in net assets 
report the COG’s net assets and related changes in them. Net assets are the difference between the 
recorded assets and liabilities. The recorded activities include all revenues from dues and operating 
expenses related to the operation of the COG. In addition, all of the COG’s revenues and expenses 
related to its other programs and services are reflected in the statements.  
 
Various disclosures accompany the financial statements in order to provide a full picture of the 
COG's finances. The notes to the financial statements are on pages 10-16. 
 
Financial Analysis 
 
Statements of Net Assets 
 
The following table summarizes the assets, liabilities and net assets of the COG as of June 30, 2011 
and 2010: 
 

 

2011 2010

Current assets $ 775,491      $ 765,331      

Capital assets, net -              -              

Total assets 775,491      765,331      

Current liabilities 190,500      214,831      

Total liabilities 190,500      214,831      

Invested in capital assets -              -              

Restricted 15,922        -              

Unrestricted 569,069      550,500      

Total net assets $ 584,991      $ 550,500      

Net assets

 
 
Current assets increased this year by $10,160 or 1% primarily because of higher cash balance and 
increased receivables from cost reimbursable grants. 

 

Current liabilities decreased this year by $24,331 or 11% primarily because of decreased project 
work being done by COG.  

 

As mentioned earlier, net assets can serve as an indicator of financial health. The COG's assets 
exceeded liabilities by $584,991 and $550,500 as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, respectively. 
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Statements of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Assets  
 
The following table presents the COG’s revenues, expenses and changes in net assets for the years 
ended June 30, 2011 and 2010: 
 

 

2011 2010

Revenues:

Dues

Air Quality $ 50,060          $ 143,687        

Transportation 279,719        242,905        

General fund 381,428        333,207        

Grants and matches from other governments

County of Los Angeles - Energy Upgrade 21,993          -                

Water Quality Improvement 31,582          223,451        

Southern California Edison - California Energy Efficiency

     Strategic Plan Implementation 33,024          -                

Southern California Edison - Energywise 102,878        99,588          

California Department of Resources - CalRecycle 133,216        98,847          

California Department of Conservation - Watershed

     Coordinator Program 79,320          59,006          

County of Los Angeles - Homeless Services -                15,682          

County of Los Angeles - Arrow Highway -                12,000          

Total revenues 1,113,220     1,228,373     

Expenses:

Administrative 349,288        170,199        

Air Quality 50,502          143,687        

Transportation 280,007        242,905        

Energy Upgrade 21,993          -                

Water Quality Improvement 15,660          223,494        

California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation 33,261          -                

Energywise 112,208        99,588          

CalRecycle 137,431        101,583        

Watershed Coordinator Program 80,449          60,122          

Homeless Services 1,210            17,437          

Arrow Highway -                12,000          

Total expenses 1,082,009     1,071,015     

Operating income 31,211          157,358        

Nonoperating income 3,280            4,056            

Change in net assets 34,491          161,414        

Net assets - beginning of year 550,500        389,086        

Net assets - end of year $ 584,991        $ 550,500        
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Revenues for COG consist primarily of dues from each member city, water districts and county, 
which comprised 64% of total operating revenue in FY 2011 compared to 59% of total operating 
revenue in FY 2010. Dues decreased $8,592 or 1% over the prior year primarily because of the 
cancellation of the dues from Three Valleys Municipal Water District. Grants and matches from other 
governments were $402,013 in FY2011 compared to $508,574 in FY 2010, a decrease of $106,561 
or 21%. This decrease was due to the substantial completion of the Water Quality Improvement 
project. The revenues earned by the COG during the year would have been sufficient to cover its 
current obligations, including operating expenses. 
  
Operating expenses were $1,082,009 in FY1011 compared to $1,071,015 in FY 2010, an increase 
of $10,994 or 1%. Administrative expenses increased by $179,089 or 105% because of one-time 
legal and audit expenses related to the Caltrans audit and litigation mentioned under Note 3 and 7. 
 
Nonoperating income consists of investment income of $3,280 in FY 2011 compared to $4,056 for 
FY 2010, a decrease of $766 or 19%. The decrease is directly attributed to lower rates paid by Local 
Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) in 2011.  
 
 
Capital Assets 
 
The COG had $0 invested in capital assets, net of depreciation, as of June 30, 2011 and 2010. The 
capital assets are fully depreciated as of June 30, 2011.  
 
The COG's capital assets consist of office equipment only. Capital assets are purchased with 
governmental resources. 
 
 
Economic Factors and Next Year’s Budget 
 
The budget for fiscal year 2012 assumes that all on-hand net assets as of June 30, 2011 will be 
required and available to fulfill the program and administrative expense requirements. 
 
 
Further Information 
 
This report has been designed to provide a general overview to our stakeholders of the COG's 
financial condition and related issues. Inquires should be directed to Mr. Nicholas T. Conway, 
Executive Director. 
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Business-type

activities

Current assets

Cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923

Grants receivable 140,098

Other receivable 5,751

Interest receivable 586

Prepaid expenses - administration 37,133

Total current assets 775,491         

Capital assets

Office equipment 8,645

Less accumulated depreciation (8,645)

Property and equipment, net -                 

Total assets 775,491         

Current liabilities

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 67,808

Due to government agency 42,687

Unearned revenue 80,005

Total current liabilities 190,500         

Invested in capital assets -                 

Restricted for Water Quality Improvement 15,922           

Unrestricted 569,069         

Net assets $ 584,991         

NET ASSETS

ASSETS

LIABILITIES
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Operating revenues

Dues:

Air Quality $ 50,060        

Transportation 279,719      

General Fund 381,428      

Grants and matches from other governments:

County of Los Angeles - Energy Upgrade 21,993

Water Quality Improvement 31,582

Southern California Edison - California Energy Efficiency

     Strategic Plan Implementation 33,024

Southern California Edison - Energywise 102,878

California Department of Resources - CalRecycle 133,216

California Department of Conservation - Watershed

     Coordinator Program 79,320

Total operating revenues 1,113,220   

Operating expenses

Administrative 349,288      

Air Quality 50,502        

Transportation 280,007      

Energy Upgrade 21,993        

Water Quality Improvement 15,660        

California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation 33,261        

Energywise 112,208      

CalRecycle 137,431      

Watershed Coordinator Program 80,449        

Homeless Services 1,210          

Total operating expenses 1,082,009   

Operating income 31,211        

Nonoperating income

Interest income 3,280

Change in net assets 34,491        

Net assets - beginning of year 550,500      

Net assets - end of year $ 584,991      

Page 64 of 151

RB-AR4779



DRAFT
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

(Primary Government) 
Statement of Cash Flows 

Year ended June 30, 2011 

 

See notes to financial statements. 
 9

Cash flows from operating activities

Cash receipts from cities $ 718,327        

Cash receipts from all others 374,779        

Cash paid for operating expenses (1,103,239)    

Net cash used in operating activities (10,133)         

Cash flows from investing activities

Cash receipts from interest 3,404            

Cash provided by investing activitites 3,404            

Net decrease in cash and cash equivalents (6,729)           

598,652

$ 591,923        

Reconciliation of operating loss to net cash used in

operating activities:

Operating income $ 31,211          

Adjustment to reconcile operating income to net cash

used in operating activities:

Changes in operating assets and liabilities:

     Accounts receivable 10,000          

     Grants receivable (27,234)         

     Other receivable (5,751)           

     Prepaid expenses - administration 5,972            

     Accounts payable and accrued expenses (64,138)         

     Due to government agencies 42,687          

     Unearned revenue (2,880)           

Net cash used in operating activities $ (10,133)         

Cash and cash equivalents - beginning of year

Cash and cash equivalents - end of year
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES 
   

Organization and Activities 
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the "COG") was created effective 
March 17, 1994 by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) among various member San 
Gabriel Valley Cities to promote cooperation, exchange ideas, coordinate regional 
government programs and to provide recommendations and solutions to common 
problems and to general concern of member governments. It is the immediate 
successor to the San Gabriel Valley Association of Cities, an unincorporated 
association. Its members organized the COG because they recognized a need for a 
more permanent and formalized structure. 
 
The COG is supported by contributions from its members and also receives grant 
funds to conduct regional studies on Transportation, Air Quality, Environmental 
Matters, as a sub-grantee of other governmental entities. The COG is a non-profit 
California Public Agency and it is tax exempt. 
 
The Reporting Entity 
These financial statements do not include funds of a component unit, the Alameda 
Corridor - East (ACE) Construction Authority. 
 
Basis of Accounting 
The financial statements are prepared using the accrual basis of accounting. 
Revenues are recognized when earned, and expenses are recognized when incurred. 
As provided in GASB Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial Reporting for 
Proprietary Funds and Other Governmental Entities that Use Proprietary Fund 
Accounting, COG does not apply Financial Accounting Standards Board 
pronouncements issued after November 30, 1989. 
 
The following are revenue components of the COG's proprietary funds: 
 

Air Quality (AB 2766), Transportation (Proposition A&C) & Other - Funds to foster 
consensus among cities in the San Gabriel Valley regarding policies and programs 
that address issues relating to land use, air quality, transportation, solid waste and 
other matters deemed essential. 
 
County of Los Angeles - Energy Upgrade - Funds that enables single-family 
homeowners to make upgrades to reduce energy use, conserve resources and 
create more comfortable and efficient homes. 

 
Water Quality Improvement - Funds to prepare and implement a Coordinated 
Implementation Plan (CIP) to reduce the amount of metal pollutants in the Los 
Angeles River and its Tributaries. 
 
Southern California Edison - California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan 
Implementation - Funds for the implementation of certain energy efficiency 
programs under the Decision 09-09-47 of the California Public Utilities Commission 
including the Energy Leader Partnership Program. 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 

Basis of Accounting (Continued) 
 
Southern California Edison – Energywise - Funds to implement a program to 
reduce energy usage in the region by providing enhanced rebates for installing 
energy efficiency measures in municipal facilities, technical assistance, and 
various training and educational opportunities. 
 
California Department of Resources – CalRecycle – Funds to improve the 
management of household hazardous waste. 
 
California Department of Conservation – Watershed Coordinator Program - 
Funds to finance a Watershed Coordinator position for the COG. The watershed 
that is intended to benefit from the activities of COG’s Watershed Coordinator is 
the San Gabriel Valley Watershed. 
 

Cash and Cash Equivalents 
The COG considers money market funds and all equivalent liquid debt instruments 
purchased with a maturity of three months or less to be cash equivalents. 
 
Grants Receivable 
Grants receivable relate to expense reimbursement from governmental agencies and 
are expected to be fully collectible. Accordingly, an allowance for doubtful accounts is 
not provided. 
 
Office Equipment 
Office equipment is carried on historical cost. Depreciation is provided using the 
straight-line method over the individual assets' estimated useful life, usually five years 
for computers, copiers and other electronic equipment, ten years for cabinets, desks 
and furniture. 
 
Unearned Revenue 
Some members pay their dues in advance. These amounts are reported in unearned 
revenue in the financial statements. 
 
Use of Estimates 
The presentation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted 
accounting principles (GAAP) requires the use of estimates in many areas. Estimates 
used in these financial statements relate primarily to fixing estimated useful lives to 
depreciable assets. Based upon the preceding information, estimates may not have a 
material effect on these financial statements. 
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS 
   

Cash and cash equivalents as of June 30, 2011 are classified in the accompanying 
financial statements as follows: 
 
Statement of net assets: 
 
Cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923 
Total cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923 

 
 
Cash and cash equivalents as of June 30, 2011 consist of the following: 
 
Deposits with financial institution $ 170,978 
Investments  420,945 
Total cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923 

 
Investments Authorized by the California Government Code and San Gabriel 
Valley Council of Governments’ Investment Policy 
 
The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized for COG by the 
California Government Code (or COG's investment policy, where more restrictive). The 
table also identifies certain provisions of the California Government Code (or COG's 
investment policy, where more restrictive) that address interest rate risk, credit risk, 
and concentration of credit risk. 
 

Maximum Maximum 

Maximum Percentage Investment in

Authorized Investment Type Maturity of Portfolio One Issuer

Local Agency Bonds 5 years None None

U.S. Treasury Obligations 5 years None None

U.S. Agency Securities 5 years None None

Banker's Acceptances 180 days 15% 5%

Commercial Paper 180 days 15% 5%

Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 5 years 30% None

Repurchase Agreements 30 days None None

Reverse Repurchase Agreements 92 days 5% None

Medium-Term Notes 5 years 20% None

Mutual Funds N/A 20% 10%

Money Market Mutual Funds N/A 0% 10%

County Pooled Investment Funds N/A None None

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) N/A None None

JPA Pools (other investment pools) N/A None None
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 
Disclosures Relating to Interest Rate Risk 
Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect 
the fair value of an investment. Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment 
the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to changes in market interest rates. One of 
the ways that the COG manages its exposure to interest rate risk is by purchasing a 
combination of shorter-term and longer-term investments and by timing cash flows 
from maturities so that a portion of the portfolio is maturing or coming due over time 
as necessary to provide the cash flow and liquidity needed for operations. 
 
Information about the sensitivity of the fair values of COG's investments to market 
interest rate fluctuations is provided by the following table that shows the distribution 
of the COG's investments by maturity. 

 

12 Months 13-24 25-60 More than

Investment Type Total or less Months Months 60 Months

LAIF $ 420,945      $ 420,945  $ -        $ -        $ -          

Total $ 420,945      $ 420,945  $ -        $ -        $ -          
 

 
Investment with Fair Values Highly Sensitive to Interest Rate Fluctuations 
The COG has no investments that are highly sensitive to interest rate fluctuations (to a 
greater degree than already indicated in the information provided above). 
 
Credit Risk 
Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its 
obligation to the holder of the investment. This is measured by the assignment of a 
rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating organization. Presented below is the 
minimum rating required by (where applicable) the California Government Code, 
COG's investment policy, or debt agreements, and the actual rating as of year end for 
each investment type. 
 

Minimum Exempt

Legal from Not 

Investment Type Rating Disclosure AAA AA Rated

LAIF $ 420,945      $ -          $ -        $ -        $ -          $ 420,945  

Total $ 420,945      $ -          $ -        $ -        $ -          $ 420,945  

Rating as of Year End

 
 
Concentrations of Credit Risk 
The investment policy of the COG contains no limitations on the amount that can be 
invested in any one issuer beyond that stipulated by the California Government Code. 
As of June 30, 2011, the COG had no investments in any one issuer (other than U.S. 
Treasury securities, mutual funds, and external investment pools) that represent 5% or 
more of total COG investments. 
 
The COG does not have any investments in any one issuer that represent 5% or more 
of total investments. 
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 
Custodial Credit Risk 
Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a 
depository financial institution, a government will not be able to recover its deposits 
or will not be able to recover collateral securities that are in the possession of an 
outside party. The custodial credit risk for investments is the risk that in the event of 
the failure of the counterparty (e.g., broker-dealer) to a transaction a government will 
not be able to recover the value of its investment or collateral securities that are in 
the possession of another party. The California Government Code and COG's 
investment policy do not contain legal or policy requirements that would limit the 
exposure to custodial credit risk for deposits or investments, other than the following 
provision for deposits: The California Government Code requires that a financial 
institution secure deposits made by State or local governmental units by pledging 
securities in an undivided collateral pool held by a depository regulated under State 
law (unless so waived by the governmental unit). The market value of the pledged 
securities in the collateral pool must equal at least 110% of the total amount 
deposited by the public agencies. California law also allows financial institutions to 
secure local government units’ deposits by pledging first trust deed mortgage notes 
having a value of 150% of the secured public deposits. As of June 30, 2011, none of 
COG's deposits with financial institutions in excess of Federal depository insurance 
limits were held in uncollateralized accounts. 
 
The COG is a voluntary participant in the Local Agency Investment Fund (LA IF) that 
is regulated by the California Government Code under the oversight of the Treasurer 
of the State of California. At June 30, 2011, the total market value of LAIF, including 
accrued interest was approximately $66.49 billion. The fair value of the COG’s 
investment in this pool is $420,945 at June 30, 2011 based upon the COG’s pro-rata 
share of the fair value provided by LAIF for the entire LAIF portfolio (in relation to the 
amortized cost of the portfolio). LAIF’s (and the COG’s) exposure to risk (credit, 
market or legal) is not currently available. 
 
 

NOTE 3 DUE TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY 

 

The California Department of Transportation Audits and Investigation (A& I) audited 
the costs claimed by COG totaling $245,130 for work performed under Agreement 
74A0238 (Agreement) with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
Agreement period was March 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008. Based on the results 
of the audit, A & I determined that the COG owed $89,262 of reimbursed costs not 
adequately supported and not in compliance with the Agreement provisions, and the 
State and federal regulations.  
 
On December 12, 2011, Caltrans issued a letter to the COG reducing the liability 
from $89,262 to $42,687, provided COG implement certain action plans. 
 
Of the total $42,687 due to Caltrans, $5,751 will be collected from the City of 
Irwindale. 
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NOTE 4 ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
 

The following were the administrative expenses for the year ended June 30, 2011: 
 

Consultant fee $ 124,949     

Insurance 4,662         

Legal fees 60,070       

Accounting and audit fees 48,387       

Stipends 11,500       

Dues and subscriptions 514            

Meetings 29,350       

Committee support 19,328       

Printing/publications 5,803         

Annual evaluation 3,930         

Information technology 669            

Unreimbursable grant expenses 1,732         

Disallowed costs, net (see Note 3) 36,936       

Miscellaneous 1,458         

Total $ 349,288     

 
  
NOTE 5 ACE CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY (COMPONENT UNIT) 

 
Because of the size and scope of activities involving the Alameda Corridor - East 
project, a separate entity (ACE Construction Authority) was set up for this purpose. 
While affiliated, ACE Construction Authority acts separately from the COG. ACE 
Construction Authority began operations in October 1998, and is empowered to 
conduct business, hire the necessary consultants and contractors, enter into contracts 
and agreements, and to issue debt instruments as needed. 

The COG entered into an agreement to borrow up to $100,000,000 by issuance of 
grant anticipation notes, guaranteed by a letter of credit, and collateralized by the 
pledge of grant revenues. Balances outstanding have been as high as $100,000,000. 
At report date June 30, 2011, balances owed amount to $27,350,000, and are 
reflected on the financial statements of ACE Construction Authority.  All of the 
proceeds of the issue have been received by the ACE Construction Authority and its 
attendant interest, costs and fees have been paid by ACE Construction Authority. 

Management has elected not to report the above transaction on these financial 
statements primarily because of its size, and the fact that the transaction amounts to 
conduit financing, which is similar to a municipality issuing bonds for a hospital located 
within its boundaries or of mortgage revenue bonds to be paid by homeowners in an 
Affordable Housing project. 
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NOTE 6 RELATED PARTY TRANSACTION 
 

The COG has an agreement with Arroyo Associates, Inc. (AAI) to conduct COG’s day-
to-day administration, management and operating activities. As part of the Agreement, 
the President of AAI assumes the role of the Executive Director for COG. 

For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, the total payments to AAI were $556,443, in 
accordance with the contract.  
 
 

NOTE 7 CONTINGENCIES 
 

The COG is currently a party in a legal proceeding. After consultation with legal 
counsel, management estimates that the matter will be resolved without material 
effect on the COG’s financial position. 
 
 

NOTE 8 SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 
 
The COG has evaluated events subsequent to June 30, 2011 to assess the need for 
potential recognition or disclosure in the financial statements.  Such events were 
evaluated through January 17, 2012, the date the financial statements were available 
to be issued.  Based upon this evaluation, it was determined that no other 
subsequent events occurred that require recognition or additional disclosure in the 
financial statements. 
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Report of Independent Auditors on Internal Control over Financial Reporting 
and on Compliance and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements  

Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards  
 
 
Members of the Governing Board 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
 
We have audited the financial statements of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the “COG”) 
as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011, which collectively comprise the basic financial 
statements of the COG’s primary government and have issued our report thereon dated         
January 17, 2012.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally 
accepted in the United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained 
in the Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
Management of COG is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over 
financial reporting. In planning and performing our audit, we considered the COG’s internal control 
over financial reporting as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of 
expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion 
on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over financial reporting.  Accordingly, we do not 
express an opinion on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over financial reporting. 
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, 
or detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or a 
combination of deficiencies, in internal control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a 
material misstatement of the entity's financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and 
corrected on a timely basis.  
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in 
the first paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control 
over financial reporting that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. 
We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be 
material weaknesses, as defined above. 
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Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the COG’s financial statements are free of 
material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, 
regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and 
material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion 
on compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not 
express such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other 
matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the governing board, management, 
federal awarding agencies, and pass-through entities and is not intended to be and should not be 
used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 

 

 

Los Angeles, California 
January 17, 2012 
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 Report of Independent Auditors  
 
 
Board of Directors 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
 
 
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the business-type activities and 
discretely presented component unit of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the “COG”), as 
of and for the year ended June 30, 2011, which collectively comprise the COG’s basic financial 
statements as listed in the table of contents. These financial statements are the responsibility of the 
COG’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements 
based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements 
are free of material misstatement. An audit includes consideration of internal control over financial 
reporting as a basis for designing audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but 
not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over 
financial reporting. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes examining, on a 
test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements, assessing 
the accounting principles used and the significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe that our audit provides a 
reasonable basis for our opinion. 
 
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to previously present fairly, in all material respects, 
the financial position of the business-type activities and the discretely presented component unit of 
the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments as of June 30, 2011, and the respective changes in 
financial position and, where applicable, cash flows thereof for the year then ended in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 
 
In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated January 
17, 2012, on our consideration of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments' internal control over 
financial reporting and on our tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, 
contracts, and grant agreements and other matters. The purpose of that report is to describe the 
scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and compliance and the results of that 
testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over financial reporting or on 
compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government 
Auditing Standards and should be considered in assessing the results of our audit. 
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The management’s discussion and analysis on pages 3 through 9 and budgetary comparison 
information on page 31 are not a required part of the basic financial statements, but is supplementary 
information required by accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. We 
have applied certain limited procedures, which consisted principally of inquiries with management 
regarding the methods of measurement and presentation of the required supplementary information. 
However, we did not audit the information and express no opinion on it. 
 
 
 
Los Angeles, California 
January 17, 2012 
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Our discussion and analysis of the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the "COG") financial 
performance presents an overview of the COG's financial activities during the fiscal year ended      
June 30, 2011. We encourage readers to consider information presented here in conjunction with the 
financial statements (beginning on page 10).The financial statements, notes and this discussion and 
analysis were prepared by the management and are the responsibility of management. 
 
Background 
 
The COG was created effective March 17, 1994 by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) among various 
member San Gabriel Valley Cities to promote cooperation, exchange ideas, coordinate regional 
government programs and to provide recommendations and solutions to common problems and to 
general concern of member governments. 
 
In 1998, the COG created the Alameda Corridor-East (ACE) Construction Authority to mitigate the 
effects of increasing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) train traffic in the San Gabriel Valley. There 
were 55 “at-grade” crossings in the Valley where vehicular and pedestrian traffic cross directly over 
railroad tracks and must stop while trains pass by. This creates congestion, degrades the local 
environment, and compromises safety. The ACE Project will separate 20 crossings at the busiest 
intersections – by either raising or lowering the railroad or the intersecting street – along the 35-mile 
freight rail corridor from East Los Angeles to Pomona.  
 
Financial Highlights 
 
FY 2010-11 marks the end of the second year of the COG’s three-year strategic planning cycle.  
One of the major focuses of the current Strategic Plan is the implementation of the San Gabriel 
Valley’s Energywise Partnership Program. This is a contractual relationship with Southern California 
Edison (SCE) focused on increasing energy-efficiency throughout the San Gabriel Valley.  This 
effort has a number of specific objectives including: 1) assisting local governments in identifying and 
implementing energy-efficiency projects in their municipal facilities; 2) providing training to city staff 
on energy efficiency issues and initiatives including Title 24, AB 811, AB 32 and Demand Response; 
and 3) educating and outreaching to the public to increase knowledge of energy-efficiency in their 
homes and businesses and provide information on SCE’s residential programs and rebates.  While 
a third party implementer and qualified technical consultants are utilized to manage and implement 
specific energy-efficiency retrofit projects, the COG, as the local government partner, is primarily 
responsible for administration, marketing and outreach for the Partnership. 
 
Overview of Financial Statements 
 
In FY 2010-11 income from dues decreased slightly from the previous year. This was due to 
changes in population figures associated with 2010 census and reconciliation of those numbers with 
State Department of Finance. FY 2010-11 marks the 5th consecutive year the COG has not 
increased dues for member agencies. Revenues from grants increased slightly due to the increased 
activity associated with the various programs using grant funds. 
 
The financial statements present the financial picture of the COG from the economic resources 
measurement focus using the accrual basis of accounting. These statements include all recordable 
assets of the COG as well as all liabilities. All of the current year’s revenues and expenses are taken 
into account regardless of when cash is received or paid. The statement of cash flows provides 
information about the COG’s cash receipts, cash payments, and net changes in cash resulting from 
operating, capital and related investing activities during the reporting period. 
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The statement of net assets and the statement of revenues, expenses and changes in net assets 
report the COG’s net assets and related changes in them. Net assets are the difference between the 
recorded assets and liabilities. The recorded activities include all revenues from dues and operating 
expenses related to the operation of the COG. In addition, all of the COG’s revenues and expenses 
related to its other programs and services are reflected in the statements.  
 
Various disclosures accompany the financial statements in order to provide a full picture of the 
COG's finances. The notes to the financial statements are on pages 13 - 30. 
 
Financial Analysis 
 
Statements of Net Assets 
 
The following table summarizes the assets, liabilities, and net assets of COG’s primary government 
as of June 30, 2011 and 2010: 
 

2011 2010

Current assets $ 775,491         $ 765,331         

Capital assets -                 -                 

Total assets 775,491         765,331         

Current liabilities 190,500         214,831         

Total liabilities 190,500         214,831         

Invested in capital assets -                 -                 

Restricted 15,922           -                 

Unrestricted 569,069         550,500         

Total net assets $ 584,991         $ 550,500         

Net assets

 
 
Current assets increased this year by $10,160 or 1% primarily because of higher cash balance and 
increased receivables from cost reimbursable grants. 
 

Current liabilities decreased this year by $24,331 or 11% primarily because of decreased project 
work being done by COG.  
 

As mentioned earlier, net assets can serve as an indicator of financial health. The COG's assets 
exceeded liabilities by $584,991 and $550,500 as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, respectively. 
 
Statement of Activities 

 
The following table presents the COG’s revenues, expenses, and changes in net assets for the 
years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010: 
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2011 2010

Revenues:

Dues

Air Quality $ 50,060             $ 143,687         

Transportation 279,719           242,905         

General fund 381,428           333,207         

Grants and matches from other governments

County of Los Angeles - Energy Upgrade 21,993             -                 

Water Quality Improvement 31,582             223,451         

Southern California Edison - California Energy Efficiency

     Strategic Plan Implementation 33,024             -                 

Southern California Edison - Energywise 102,878           99,588           

California Department of Resources - CalRecycle 133,216           98,847           

California Department of Conservation - Watershed

     Coordinator Program 79,320             59,006           

County of Los Angeles - Homeless Services -                   15,682           

County of Los Angeles - Arrow Highway -                   12,000           

Total revenues 1,113,220        1,228,373      

Expenses:

Administrative 349,288           170,199         

Air Quality 50,502             143,687         

Transportation 280,007           242,905         

Energy Upgrade 21,993             -                 

Water Quality Improvement 15,660             223,494         

California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation 33,261             -                 

Energywise 112,208           99,588           

CalRecycle 137,431           101,583         

Watershed Coordinator Program 80,449             60,122           

Homeless Services 1,210               17,437           

Arrow Highway -                   12,000           

Total expenses 1,082,009        1,071,015      

Operating income 31,211             157,358         

Nonoperating income 3,280               4,056             

Change in net assets 34,491             161,414         

Net assets - beginning of year 550,500           389,086         

Net assets - end of year $ 584,991           $ 550,500         
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Revenues for COG consist primarily of dues from each member city, water districts and county, 
which comprised 64% of total operating revenue in FY 2011 compared to 59% of total operating 
revenue in FY 2010. Dues decreased $8,592 or 1% over the prior year primarily because of the 
cancellation of the dues from Three Valleys Municipal Water District. Grants and matches from 
other governments were $402,013 in FY2011 compared to $508,574 in FY 2010, a decrease of 
$106,561 or 21%. This decrease was due to the substantial completion of the Water Quality 
Improvement project. The revenues earned by the COG during the year would have been sufficient 
to cover its current obligations, including operating expenses. 
  
Operating expenses were $1,082,009 in FY1011 compared to $1,071,015 in FY 2010, an increase of 
$10,994 or 1%. Administrative expenses increased by $179,089 or 105% because of one-time legal 
and audit expenses related to the Caltrans audit and litigation mentioned under Notes 7 and 11. 
 
Nonoperating income consists of investment income of $3,280 in FY 2011 compared to $4,056 for FY 
2010, a decrease of $766 or 19%. The decrease is directly attributed to lower rates paid by Local 
Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) in 2011.  
 
Capital Assets 
 
The COG had $0 invested in capital assets, net of depreciation, as of June 30, 2011 and 2010. The 
capital assets are fully depreciated as of June 30, 2011.  
 
The COG's capital assets consist of office equipment only. Capital assets are purchased with 
governmental resources. 
 
Component Unit 
 
Financial Highlights 

 
ACE Construction Authority’s financial highlights for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011: 
 

• Net assets decreased $4.3 million, a decrease of 42.19% primarily as a result of arbitrage 
rebate payments on net interest generated by net proceeds from the investment of 
commercial paper.  

 
• Construction in progress decreased $47.5 million, a decrease of 20.5%.  

 
• Total revenue decreased $31.3 million, a decrease of 41.2%. 

 
• Total project expense decreased $34.8 million, a decrease of 43.8%. 
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Statements of Net Assets 
 

2011 2010

Current and other assets $ 45,329,675       $ 123,817,067    

Capital assets 23,160              43,208             

Construction in progress 183,999,655     231,505,012    

Less due to member cities and

Union Pacific Railroad (183,999,655)   (231,505,012)   

Total assets    45,352,835       123,860,275    

Current liabilities 39,431,887       113,617,868    

Net assets $ 5,920,948         $ 10,242,407      

June 30

 
 

All organizations are required to report construction in progress (that is, the sum of prior and current 
year’s construction expense) on the Statement of Net Assets as an asset. This would normally be 
done by treating each year’s construction as a capital expense which would be excluded from the 
Statement of Activities. However, the grant reimbursements generated by construction would be 
included in the Statement of Activities as revenue. The ACE Construction Authority is obligated to 
transfer components of completed projects to the UPRR and the cities so that they can be included 
in their financial statements. The resulting reduction in assets would flow through the Statement of 
Activities as a loss. The net effect would be to produce widely fluctuating Net Assets and Fund 
Balances depending on whether ACE Construction Authority was constructing (Surplus) or 
transferring assets to member cities (Deficit). 
 
Therefore, the ACE Construction Authority elected to treat construction in progress as a matching 
asset and liability. This shows the total cost of ACE Construction Authority’s projects and the 
resulting liability to transfer the assets upon completion while not unduly impacting the Statement of 
Activities. 
 
Assets decreased by 63.4% to $45.4 million mainly due to reducing the amount held in investments 
to pay down outstanding GANs to match lower levels of project activity, lower grants and unbilled 
receivables as a result of lower grant reimbursable incurred expenditures.    
 
Construction in progress decreased 21% to $184 million primarily as a result of the completion of 
the Sunset project without offsetting construction. 
 
Deferred revenue (unearned and unavailable) increased 22.9% to $5.6 million primarily due to 
having to recognize $1.8 million of surplus rental property generating revenue after project was 
closed.  Sale of this property is expected to take place within the next fiscal year. 
 
COG, on behalf of the Authority, had $27.35 million in variable rate, tax-exempt commercial paper 
outstanding as of June 2011. The decision as to how much to issue is made periodically by the ACE 
Construction Authority management in consultation with its financial advisors taking into account 
current and prospective cash flow needs. 
 
Grants and unbilled receivables decreased 48.6% to $4 million and 56.19% to $7.6 million 
respectively due to lower reimbursable grant expenditures.  
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The FY2011 revised Budget for operating expenditures was $82.7 million compared to $97.5 million 
in FY2010.  Actual total operating expenditures are $44.2 million compared to $78.5 million in 
FY2010. 
 
Project revenues continue to closely track expenditures. ACE Construction Authority’s policy is to 
avoid where possible costs not reimbursable under State and Federal guidelines; the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) also provides project funds and, under 
separate agreement, continues to fund certain administrative expenses not reimbursable under 
federal and state regulations; Cities requesting work in excess of Caltrans guidelines (referred to as 
betterments) are paid for by the requesting city. 
 
Statements of Activities 
 

2011 2010

Project expenses

Direct (construction) $ 40,879,495     $ 74,840,690   

Indirect expenses charged to operations 3,735,496       4,554,512     

Total project expenses 44,614,991     79,395,202   

Revenues

Grant reimbursements 44,181,756     74,623,951   

Other operating revenues 475,871          1,359,697     

Total revenues 44,657,627     75,983,648   

Income/(loss) from operations 42,636            (3,411,554)    

Nonoperating income (expense)

Financing income 543,560          692,556        

Financing expense (4,907,655)      (624,971)       

Net financing income (expense) (4,364,095)      67,585          

Change in net assets (4,321,459)      (3,343,969)    

Net assets at beginning of year 10,242,407     13,586,376   

Net assets at end of year $ 5,920,948       $ 10,242,407   

Years ended June 30

 
The ACE Construction Authority is reimbursed for indirect expenses based on Caltrans approved 
Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP) rate. The reimbursement is added to all Caltrans and Metro 
invoices and is calculated by applying the ICAP rate to direct salaries and wages and fringe 
benefits. The applied indirect expense to projects was lower than the actual indirect expense 
incurred, resulting in a deferral of $298,293 to future years.  
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Economic Factors and Next Year’s Budget 
 
The primary government’s budget for fiscal year 2012 assumes that all on-hand net assets as of 
June 30, 2011 will be required and available to fulfill the program and administrative expense 
requirements. 
 
Further Information 
 
This report has been designed to provide a general overview to our stakeholders of the COG's 
financial condition and related issues. Inquires should be directed to Mr. Nicholas T. Conway, 
Executive Director. 
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Primary

Government

Business-type Capital Project Government-

Activities Fund Adjustment wide

Current assets

Cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923 $ 24,378,470 $ -                     $ 24,378,470

Grants receivable 140,098            4,032,710 -                     4,032,710       

Unbilled receivables -                        7,617,163 -                     7,617,163       

Interest receivable 586                   16,430 -                     16,430            

Retention receivable -                        4,960,642 -                     4,960,642       

Receivable - other 5,751                120,656 -                     120,656          

Deferred cost incurred -                        2,331,369 -                     2,331,369       

Prepaid expenses:

Administration 37,133              -                     -                     -                     

Insurance -                        34,693 -                     34,693            

Cost of issuance, commercial paper -                        74,351 -                     74,351            

Property held for sale -                        1,763,191 -                     1,763,191       

Total current assets 775,491            45,329,675     -                     45,329,675     

Noncurrent assets

Leasehold improvements and equipment 8,645                -                     332,897          332,897          

Less accumulated depreciation and amortization (8,645)               -                     (309,737)        (309,737)        

Construction in progress -                        -                     183,999,655 183,999,655   

Less due to member cities and Union Pacific Railroad -                        -                     (183,999,655) (183,999,655) 

Total assets 775,491            $ 45,329,675     $ 23,160            45,352,835     

Current liabilities

Accounts payable and accrued expense 67,808              $ 5,456,811 $ -                     5,456,811       

Accrued retention payable -                        895,520 -                     895,520          

Due to government agencies 42,687              -                     -                     -                     

Deferred revenue 80,005              5,622,131 -                     5,622,131       

Compensated absences -                        107,425 -                     107,425          

Commercial paper -                        27,350,000 -                     27,350,000     

Total current liabilities 190,500            39,431,887     -                     39,431,887     

Fund balance

Nonspendable for:

Deferred cost incurred 2,331,369 -                     

Prepaid expenses 109,044 -                     

Assigned:

Capital project fund 3,457,375 -                     

Total fund balance 5,897,788       -                     

Net assets

Invested in capital assets -                        $ 23,160            23,160            

Restricted 15,922              -                     

Unrestricted 569,069            5,897,788

Total net assets $ 584,991            $ 5,920,948       

Total liabilities and fund balance $ 45,329,675     

FUND BALANCES/NET ASSETS

Component Unit
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Primary Government Deficiency of

Indirect Operating Capital Business-type Activities Revenues

Expense Charges for Grants and Grants and Net (Expense) Revenue over Net (Expense) Revenue

Functions/Programs Expenses Allocation Services Contributions Contributions and Changes in Net Assets Expenditures Adjustments and Changes in Net Assets

Primary government:

Business-type activities:

General government $ 349,288        $ -             $ 381,428       $ -                  $ -                 $ 32,140                                 

Air Quality 50,502          -             50,060         -                  -                 (442)                                     

Transportation 280,007        -             279,719       -                  -                 (288)                                     

Energy Upgrade 21,993          -             -              21,993            -                 -                                       

Water Quality Improvement 15,660          -             -              31,582            -                 15,922                                 

California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation 33,261          -             -              33,024            -                 (237)                                     

Energywise 112,208        -             -              102,878          -                 (9,330)                                  

Calrecyle 137,431        -             -              133,216          -                 (4,215)                                  

Watershed Coordinator Program 80,449          -             -              79,320            -                 (1,129)                                  

Homeless services 1,210            -             -              -                  -                 (1,210)                                  

Total business-type activities $ 1,082,009     $ -             $ 711,207       $ 402,013          $ -                 31,211                                 

Component unit:

Project expenses $ 40,879,495   $ 3,715,448  $ -              $ -                  $ 44,657,627     -                                       $ 62,684           $ (20,048)       $ 42,636                                 

Financing expense 4,907,655     -             -              -                  -                 -                                       (4,907,655)     -              (4,907,655)                           

Total component unit $ 45,787,150   $ 3,715,448  $ -              $ -                  $ 44,657,627     -                                       (4,844,971)     (20,048)       (4,865,019)                           

General revenues:

     Interest income/ financing income 3,280                                   543,560         -              543,560                               

Change in net assets 34,491                                 (4,301,411)     (20,048)       (4,321,459)                           

Fund balance/Net assets, beginning of year 550,500                               10,199,199    43,208         10,242,407                          

Fund balance/Net assets, end of year $ 584,991                               $ 5,897,788      $ 23,160         $ 5,920,948                            

Program Revenues

Component Unit
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Cash flows from operating activities

Cash receipts from cities $ 718,327      

Cash receipts from all others 374,779      

Cash paid for operating expenses (1,103,239)  

Net cash used in operating activities (10,133)       

Cash flows from investing activities

Cash receipts from interest 3,404          

Cash provided by investing activitites 3,404          

Net decrease in cash and cash equivalents (6,729)         

598,652

$ 591,923      

Reconciliation of operating income to net cash

used in operating activities:

Operating income $ 31,211        

Adjustment to reconcile operating income to net cash

used in operating activities:

Changes in operating assets and liabilities:

     Accounts receivable 10,000        

     Grants receivable (27,234)       

     Other receivable (5,751)         

     Prepaid expenses 5,972          

     Accounts payable and accrued expenses (64,138)       

     Deferred revenue (2,880)         

     Due to government agencies 42,687        

Net cash used in operating activities $ (10,133)       

Cash and cash equivalents - beginning of year

Cash and cash equivalents - end of year
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES 
   

Organization and activities 
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the "COG") was created effective 
March 17, 1994 by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) among various member San 
Gabriel Valley Cities to promote cooperation, exchange ideas, coordinate regional 
government programs and to provide recommendations and solutions to common 
problems and to general concern of member governments. It is the immediate 
successor to the San Gabriel Valley Association of Cities, an unincorporated 
association. Its members organized the COG because they recognized a need for a 
more permanent and formalized structure. 
 
The COG is supported by contributions from its members and also receives grant 
funds to conduct regional studies on Transportation, Air Quality, Environmental 
Matters, as a sub-grantee of other governmental entities. The COG is a non-profit 
California Public Agency and it is tax exempt. 
 
Reporting entity 
The accompanying financial statements present the COG (the primary government) 
and its component unit, the Alameda Corridor-East Construction Authority (ACE 
Construction Authority). As defined by GASB Statement No. 14, component units are 
legally separate entities that are included in the primary government’s reporting entity 
because of the significance of their operating or financial relationships with the primary 
government. The discretely presented component unit is reported in a separate column 
in the government-wide financial statements (see note below for description) to 
emphasize that it is legally separate from the COG. The COG and its component unit 
are together referred to herein as the reporting entity. 
 
The ACE Construction Authority is a single purpose construction authority created by 
the COG in 1998 to mitigate the effects of increasing Union Pacific Railroad train traffic 
in the San Gabriel Valley. Separate financial statements for the ACE Construction 
Authority are issued.  
 
Government-wide and fund financial statements 
The government-wide financial statements (i.e., the statement of net assets and the 
statement of activities) report information about the primary government (the COG) and 
its component unit (ACE Construction Authority). The financial statements are 
prepared using the accrual basis of accounting.  
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
   

Measurement focus, basis of accounting and financial statement presentation 
The government-wide and proprietary fund financial statements are reported using the 
economic resources measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. The 
Statement of Activities presents changes in Net Assets. (This is equivalent to an 
Income and Changes in Equity Statement in private sector companies.) Revenues are 
recorded when earned and expenses are recognized at the time of the causal event.  
 
As provided in GASB Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial Reporting for 
Proprietary Funds and Other Governmental Entities that Use Proprietary Fund 
Accounting, COG does not apply Financial Accounting Standards Board 
pronouncements issued after November 30, 1989. 
 
Governmental fund financial statements are reported using the current financial 
resources measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. ACE 
Construction Authority recognizes reimbursements from grants as revenues to the 
extent reimbursing obligations are earned on or before June 30, 2011 and are 
therefore the same under both modified accrual and full accrual basis. Major interest 
bearing debt is short-term in nature so there is no difference relating to accrued interest 
owed. 
 
Based upon the nature of the operations of ACE Construction Authority, only a capital 
projects fund is utilized (a governmental fund type). Amounts reflected in the 
adjustment column in the financial statements of ACE Construction Authority 
represents capital assets and construction in progress (less due to member cities and 
Union Pacific Railroad) used on governmental activities that are not current financial 
resources and therefore are not reported as assets in the governmental fund balance 
and the related depreciation expense on the capital assets reported in the government-
wide statement of activities do not require the use of current financial resources and 
therefore not reported as an expenditure in the governmental funds. 

    
  Description of funds 
  Proprietary Funds 

The focus of proprietary fund measurement is upon determination of operating income, 
changes in net assets, financial position, and cash flows. The generally accepted 
accounting principles applicable are those similar to businesses in the private sector. 
The following are revenue components of the COG's proprietary funds: 
 

Air Quality (AB 2766), Transportation (Proposition A&C) & Other - Funds to foster 
consensus among cities in the San Gabriel Valley regarding policies and programs 
that address issues relating to land use, air quality, transportation, solid waste and 
other matters deemed essential. 
 
County of Los Angeles - Energy Upgrade - Funds that enables single-family 
homeowners to make upgrades to reduce energy use, conserve resources and 
create more comfortable and efficient homes. 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 

 
  Description of funds (continued) 
  Proprietary Funds (continued) 

 
Water Quality Improvement - Funds to prepare and implement a Coordinated 
Implementation Plan (CIP) to reduce the amount of metal pollutants in the Los 
Angeles River and its Tributaries. 
 
Southern California Edison - California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan 
Implementation - Funds for the implementation of certain energy efficiency 
programs under the Decision 09-09-47 of the California Public Utilities 
Commission including the Energy Leader Partnership Program. 
 
Southern California Edison – Energywise - Funds to implement a program to 
reduce energy usage in the region by providing enhanced rebates for installing 
energy efficiency measures in municipal facilities, technical assistance, and 
various training and educational opportunities. 
 
California Department of Resources – CalRecycle – Funds to improve the 
management of household hazardous waste. 
 
California Department of Conservation – Watershed Coordinator Program - 
Funds to finance a Watershed Coordinator position for the COG. The watershed 
that is intended to benefit from the activities of COG’s Watershed Coordinator is 
the San Gabriel Valley Watershed. 
 

   Governmental Fund 
  Capital Projects Fund - Accounts for the activity of obtaining support from 

governmental groups, determining funding and specifications for structures needed 
and to fund the contracts for the grade crossing improvements. This fund accounts for 
most of the activities of ACE Construction Authority. 
 
Fund balance reporting 
During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority has 
implemented Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 54, 
Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions. This Statement 
establishes the following fund balance classifications that comprise a hierarchy 
based primarily on the extent to which a government is bound to observe constraints 
imposed upon the use of the resources reported in governmental funds: 
 
Nonspendable fund balance includes amounts that cannot be spent because they 
are either (a) not in spendable form or (b) legally or contractually required to be 
maintained intact.  Examples are inventories, prepaid expenses, long-term 
receivables, or non-financial assets held for resale. 

 
Restricted fund balance includes resources that are subject to externally enforceable 
legal restrictions. It includes amounts that can be spent only for the specific 
purposes stipulated by constitution, external resource providers, or through enabling 
legislation.  
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 

Fund balance reporting (continued) 
Committed fund balance includes amounts that can be used only for the specific 
purposes determined by a formal action of ACE Construction Authority’s highest level 
of decision-making authority (Board of Directors). 
 
Assigned fund balance consists of funds that are set aside for specific purposes by 
ACE Construction Authority’s highest level of decision making authority or a body or 
official that has been given the authority to assign funds.  Assigned funds cannot 
cause a deficit in unassigned fund balance. 

Unassigned fund balance - is the residual classification for ACE Construction 
Authority’s general fund and includes all spendable amounts not contained in the 
other classifications. This category also provides the resources necessary to meet 
unexpected expenditures and revenue shortfalls. 

The Board of Directors, as ACE Construction Authority’s highest level of decision-
making authority, may commit fund balance for specific purposes pursuant to 
constraints imposed by formal actions taken.  Committed amounts cannot be used 
for any other purpose unless the Board of Directors removes or changes the specific 
use through the same type of formal action taken to establish the commitment.  ACE 
Construction Authority does not have any fund balance that meet this classification 
as of June 30, 2011. 

The Board of Directors delegates the authority to assign fund balance to the Chief 
Executive Officer for purposes of reporting in the annual financial statements. 

ACE Construction Authority considers the restricted fund balances to have been 
spent when expenditure is incurred for purposes for which both unrestricted and 
restricted fund balance is available. ACE Construction Authority considers 
unrestricted fund balances to have been spent when an expenditure is incurred for 
purposes for which amounts in any of the unrestricted classifications of fund balance 
could be used.  When expenditures are incurred for purposes for which amounts in 
any of the unrestricted fund balance classifications could be used, it is the policy of 
ACE Construction Authority to reduce the committed amounts first, followed by 
assigned amounts, and then unassigned amounts. 
 

  Budgetary reporting 
  ACE Construction Authority’s Board approved the FY 2011 budget in July 2010. 
 

The budget was based on estimated expenditures over the operating period. 
Significant under-runs were initially encountered as the Authority experienced delays in 
obtaining various Caltrans’ required approvals for major design contracts from Federal 
and State grantors. 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 
  Budgetary reporting (continued) 
  It is the ACE Construction Authority's policy not to start any phase of a project (i.e., 

design, right-of-way acquisition, or construction), unless there are sufficient funds to 
complete that phase. All project related expenses are reimbursable from existing 
grants and, as such, budgeted revenues were not budgeted separately, but derived 
from budgeted expenditures. 
 
Cash and investments 
The COG considers money market funds and all equivalent liquid debt instruments 
purchased with a maturity of three months or less to be cash equivalents. 
 
Grants receivable 
Grants receivable relate to expense reimbursement from governmental agencies and 
are expected to be fully collectible. Accordingly, an allowance for doubtful accounts is 
not provided. 
 

  Grant revenues and expenditures 
  All grants are between the COG and the granting authority. ACE Construction Authority 

has been given authority to obtain and administer funding in the name of COG. The 
MTA grant was in existence when ACE Construction Authority was created and all 
subsequent grants therefore are administered by ACE Construction Authority. 

 
  To-date, all grants with the exception of the UPRR contributions are, and are 

anticipated to be in the future, cost reimbursable. That is, ACE Construction Authority 
must first expend the money and then bill for reimbursement from the grantors. 

 
  Leasehold improvements and equipment 
  Phases of equipment and other improvements that can be capitalized are recorded as 

expenditures in the capital projects fund. The threshold for capitalization has been 
$5,000 since FY 2005 in accordance with Federal guidelines. On the government- 
wide financial statements such items are recorded as capital assets and are 
depreciated based upon their estimated useful lives on a straight-line basis. Useful 
lives of assets categories are as follows: 

 
   Leasehold improvements   10 years 
   Office furniture     10 years 
   Computer, office and telephone equipment   5 years   

 
Unearned revenue 
Some members pay their dues in advance. These amounts are reported in unearned 
revenue in the basic financial statements. 
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NOTE 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT POLICIES (CONTINUED) 
 
  Short-term notes (Commercial paper) 
  In March 2001, SGVCOG authorized the issuance of up to $100,000,000 in short-term 

variable rate tax-exempt grant anticipation notes. The notes are backed by a letter of 
credit from Bayern LB. 

 
As of June 30, 2011, $27.35 million in variable rate, tax-exempt commercial paper is 
outstanding. The decision as to how much to issue is made periodically by the ACE 
Construction Authority management in consultation with its financial advisors taking 
into account current and prospective cash flow needs. 

 
  ACE Construction Authority management and financial advisors review on a periodic 

basis the current and prospective cash requirements in determining the amount of 
commercial paper to be issued. 

 
  Arbitrage has been earned on the differential between interest earned on investment 

with the State Treasurer's Local Agency Fund (LAIF) and a local bank, and to holders 
of the commercial paper. Arbitrage earned may be required to be refunded unless 
certain specific Internal Revenue Code requirements are met. Specific provisions of 
the borrowing are described in Note 5. 

 

Use of estimates 
The process of presenting financial information requires the use of estimates and 
assumptions regarding certain assets and liabilities and their related income and 
expense items. Grant reimbursements and construction costs are especially 
vulnerable to such assumptions and accordingly actual results may differ from 
estimated amounts. 
 

  Property held for sale 
  The property held for sale is recorded at the lower of acquisition cost or estimated net 

realizable value.  
 

 

NOTE 2 CASH AND INVESTMENTS 
   

The cash and cash equivalents as of June 30, 2011 are as follows: 
 

Primary government:

Deposits with financial institution $ 170,978

Investments 420,945

Total cash and cash equivalents $ 591,923
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 

Component unit:

Cash in bank $ 7,577,692

Pooled funds 1,543,746

Money market funds 2,202,259

Medium-term notes 2,438,260         

US Treasury obligations 10,616,513       

Total cash and investments $ 24,378,470
 

 
Investments Authorized by the California Government Code and San Gabriel 
Valley Council of Governments’ Investment Policy 
 
The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized for COG by the 
California Government Code (or COG's investment policy, where more restrictive). The 
table also identifies certain provisions of the California Government Code (or COG's 
investment policy, where more restrictive) that address interest rate risk, credit risk, and 
concentration of credit risk. 
 

  Primary government and component unit: 
 

Maximum Maximum 

Maximum Percentage Investment in

Authorized Investment Type Maturity of Portfolio One Issuer

Local Agency Bonds 5 years None None

U.S. Treasury Obligations 5 years None None

U.S. Agency Securities 5 years None None

Banker's Acceptances 180 days 15% 5%

Commercial Paper 180 days 15% 5%

Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 5 years 30% None

Repurchase Agreements 30 days None None

Reverse Repurchase Agreements 92 days 5% None

Medium-Term Notes 5 years 20% None

Mutual Funds N/A 20% 10%

Money Market Mutual Funds N/A 0% 10%

County Pooled Investment Funds N/A None None

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) N/A None None

JPA Pools (other investment pools) N/A None None  
 
Investments Authorized by Debt Agreements 

Investment of debt proceeds held by bond trustee are governed by provisions of the 

debt agreements, rather than the general provisions of the California Government 

Code or ACE Construction Authority's investment policy. 
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 

The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized for investments 

held by bond trustee. The table also identifies certain provisions of these debt 

agreements that address interest rate risk, credit risk, and concentration of credit 

risk. 

 

Maximum Maximum 

Maximum Percentage Investment

Authorized Investment Type Maturity Allowed in One Issuer

U.S. Treasury Obligations None  None  None 

U.S. Agency Securities None  None  None 

Banker's Acceptances 180 days  None  None 

Commercial Paper 270 days  None  None 

Money Market Mutual Funds N/A  None  None 

Investment Contracts 30 years  None  None 
 

 
Disclosures Relating to Interest Rate Risk 
Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect 
the fair value of an investment. Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment 
the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to changes in market interest rates. One of 
the ways that the COG manages its exposure to interest rate risk is by purchasing a 
combination of shorter-term and longer-term investments and by timing cash flows 
from maturities so that a portion of the portfolio is maturing or coming due over time 
as necessary to provide the cash flow and liquidity needed for operations. 
 
Information about the sensitivity of the fair values of COG's investments to market 
interest rate fluctuations is provided by the following table that shows the distribution 
of the COG's investments by maturity. 
 
Primary government: 
 

12 Months 13-24 25-60 More than

Investment Type Total or less Months Months 60 Months

LAIF $ 420,945       $ 420,945        $ -               $ -            $ -             

Total $ 420,945       $ 420,945        $ -               $ -            $ -             

Remaining maturity in months
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 
 
Component unit: 
 

12 Months 13 to 24 25 to 60 More than

Investment Type Total or less Months Months 60 months

LAIF $ 1,543,746 $       1,469,646 $           44,769 $        29,331 $                  - 

Held by trustee:

   Money market funds 2,202,259       2,202,259                     -                  -                  - 

   Investment contracts 13,054,773                      -    13,054,773                  -                  - 

Total $   16,800,778 $       3,671,905 $    13,099,542 $        29,331 $                  - 

Remaining maturity in months

 
 
Investment with Fair Values Highly Sensitive to Interest Rate Fluctuations 
The COG and its component unit have no investments that are highly sensitive to 
interest rate fluctuations (to a greater degree than already indicated in the information 
provided above). 
 
Credit Risk 
Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its 
obligation to the holder of the investment. This is measured by the assignment of a 
rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating organization. Presented below is the 
minimum rating required by (where applicable) the California Government Code, 
COG's investment policy, or debt agreements, and the actual rating as of year end for 
each investment type. 
 
Primary government: 
 

Minimum Exempt

Legal from Not 

Investment Type Rating Disclosure AAA AA Rated

LAIF $ 420,945      N/A $ -            $ -             $ -           $ 420,945       

Total $ 420,945      $ -            $ -             $ -           $ 420,945       

Rating as of Year End

 
 
Component unit: 
 

Minimum Exempt 

Legal from Not

Investment Type Rating Disclosure AAA Aa rated

LAIF $ 1,543,746  N/A $                  - $                   - $                 - $ 1,543,746 

Held by trustee:

Money market funds 2,202,259  A                  - 2,202,259                 -                     - 

Investment contracts 13,054,773  N/A                  -  13,054,773                 -                     - 

Total $  16,800,778 $                  - $  15,257,032 $                 - $      1,543,746 

Rating as of year end

 

Page 97 of 151

RB-AR4812



DRAFT
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

 Notes to Financial Statements 
Year ended June 30, 2011 

 

 22

 
NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 
Concentrations of Credit Risk 
The investment policy of the COG contains no limitations on the amount that can be 
invested in any one issuer beyond that stipulated by the California Government Code. 
As of June 30, 2011, the COG had no investments in any one issuer (other than U.S. 
Treasury securities, mutual funds, and external investment pools) that represent 5% or 
more of total COG investments. 
 
The COG does not have any investments in any one issuer that represent 5% or more 
of total investments. 
 
Custodial Credit Risk 

Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a 

depository financial institution, a government will not be able to recover its deposits 

or will not be able to recover collateral securities that are in the possession of an 

outside party. The custodial credit risk for investments is the risk that. in the event of 

the failure of the counterparty (e.g., broker-dealer) to a transaction. a government will 

not be able to recover the value of its investment or collateral securities that are in 

the possession of another party. The California Government Code and COG's 

investment policy do not contain legal or policy requirements that would limit the 

exposure to custodial credit risk for deposits or investments, other than the following 

provision for deposits: The California Government Code requires that a financial 

institution secure deposits made by State or local governmental units by pledging 

securities in an undivided collateral pool held by a depository regulated under State 

law (unless so waived by the governmental unit). The market value of the pledged 

securities in the collateral pool must equal at least 110% of the total amount 

deposited by the public agencies. California law also allows financial institutions to 

secure local government units’ deposits by pledging first trust deed mortgage notes 

having a value of 150% of the secured public deposits. As of June 30, 2011, none of 

COG's deposits with financial institutions in excess of Federal depository insurance 

limits were held in uncollateralized accounts. 

 
The COG is a voluntary participant in the Local Agency Investment Fund (LA IF) that 
is regulated by the California Government Code under the oversight of the Treasurer 
of the State of California. At June 30, 2011, the total market value of LAIF, including 
accrued interest was approximately $66.49 billion. The fair value of the COG’s 
investment in this pool is $420,945 at June 30, 2011 based upon the COG’s pro-rata 
share of the fair value provided by LAIF for the entire LAIF portfolio (in relation to the 
amortized cost of the portfolio). LAIF’s (and the COG’s) exposure to risk (credit, 
market or legal) is not currently available. 
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NOTE 2 CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED) 

 
Custodial Credit Risk (Continued) 

As of June 30, 2011, the following investment types were held by the same broker-

dealer (counterparty) that was used by ACE Construction Authority to buy the 

securities: 

 

  Reported 

Investment Type  Amount 

Money market funds $ 2,202,259 

 

ACE Construction Authority is a voluntary participant in the Local Agency Investment 

Fund (LAIF) that is regulated by the California Government Code under the oversight 

of the Treasurer of the State of California. At June 30, 2011, the total market value of 

LAIF, including accrued interest was approximately $66.52 billion. The fair value of 

ACE Construction Authority’s investment in this pool is $1,543,746 at June 30, 2011 

based upon ACE Construction Authority’s pro-rata share of the fair value provided by 

LAIF for the entire LAIF portfolio (in relation to the amortized cost of the portfolio). 

LAIF’s (and ACE Construction Authority’s) exposure to risk (credit, market or legal) is 

not currently available. 
 
 

NOTE 3 LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS AND EQUIPMENT 
 
  The leasehold improvement and equipment of the component unit are recorded at cost 

and consist of the following: 
 

Balances at Balances at

July 1, 2010 Additions Deletions June 30, 2011

Cost:

Leasehold improvements $ 19,762 $             -   $              -   $ 19,762 

Computer equipment

   Hardware 159,992             -                -   159,992 

   Software 105,692             -                -   105,692 

   Website 3,393             -                -   3,393 

Telephone equipment 12,086             -                -   12,086 

Office furniture 31,972             -                -   31,972 

Total cost           332,897             -                -             332,897 

Less accumulated depreciation for:

Leasehold improvements 18,774 988                        - 19,762 

Computer equipment

   Hardware 142,968 9,259                     - 152,227 

   Software 83,186 8,376                     - 91,562 

   Website 3,393 -                        - 3,393 

Telephone equipment 12,086 -                        - 12,086 

Office furniture 29,282 1,425                     - 30,707 

Total accumulated depreciation           289,689     20,048                -           309,737 

Leasehold improvements and equipment, net $ 43,208           $ (20,048)  $ -              $ 23,160           
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NOTE 3 LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS AND EQUIPMENT (CONTINUED) 

 
Depreciation expense included in indirect expenses for the year ended June 30, 2011 
amounted to $20,048. 
 
 

NOTE 4 RECEIVABLES 
 

Receivables of the component unit as of June 30, 2011, as shown in the 

government-wide financial statements, in the aggregate, including retention, are as 

follows: 
 

 

Receivables Amount

Grants $ 4,032,710          

Unbilled 7,617,163          

Retention 4,960,642          

Interest 16,430               

Other 120,656             

$ 16,747,601        

 
 
NOTE 5 SHORT-TERM NOTES PAYABLE (COMMERCIAL PAPER) 
 

In the Spring of 2001 the SGVCOG entered into an agreement to borrow up to 

$100,000,000 in short-term debt guaranteed by a letter of credit and collateralized by 

the pledge of grant revenues. The securities issue is tax exempt. Notes outstanding 

at June 30, 2011, amounted to $27,350,000. Interest rates vary according to market 

conditions and have ranged from 0.38% and 0.24% in FY 2011. Proceeds of the 

borrowings have been used to pay for construction activities and also to provide a 

revenue source on the differential between interest earned and interest paid. The 

Commercial Paper is currently guaranteed by Bayern LB. 
 
 
NOTE 6 GRANT ACCOUNTING 

 
In the year ended June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority was the recipient, 

primarily from the Federal Department of Transportation through the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), of cost reimbursement type grants. There 

were also California transportation programs paid through Caltrans. Local share was 

received from Metro. All of these grants are expenditure driven; funds must be 

expended before reimbursement is received. Certain amounts have been held back 

by the grantor agency pending completion of certain phases of contracted work and 

some costs incurred are subject to disallowance. 
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NOTE 6 GRANT ACCOUNTING (CONTINUED) 

 

Receivable amounts at June 30, 2011, are shown net of disallowed costs. Caltrans 

approved, under Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87, an indirect 

overhead allocation formula of 397.1% of total direct salaries and fringe benefit 

costs. Indirect costs incurred in fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 were $3,608,604 

and previously deferred indirect expense was increased by $298,293. 

 

 
NOTE 7 DUE TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY 
 

The California Department of Transportation Audits and Investigation (A& I) audited 
the costs claimed by COG totaling $245,130 for work performed under Agreement 
74A0238 (Agreement) with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
Agreement period was March 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008. Based on the results 
of the audit, A & I determined that the COG owed $89,262 of reimbursed costs not 
adequately supported and not in compliance with the Agreement provisions, and the 
State and federal regulations.  
 
On December 12, 2011, Caltrans issued a letter to the COG reducing the liability 
from $89,262 to $42,687, provided COG implement certain action plans. 
 
Of the total $42,687 due to Caltrans, $5,751 will be collected from the City of 
Irwindale. 
 

 
NOTE 8 ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
 

The following were the administrative expenses of the primary government for the 
year ended June 30, 2011: 
 

Consultant fee $ 124,949      

Insurance 4,662          

Legal fees 60,070        

Accounting and audit fees 48,387        

Stipends 11,500        

Dues and subscriptions 514             

Meetings 29,350        

Committee support 19,328        

Printing/publications 5,803          

Annual evaluation 3,930          

Information technology 669             

Unreimbursable grant expenses 1,732          

Disallowed costs, net (see Note 7) 36,936        

Miscellaneous 1,458          

Total $ 349,288      
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NOTE 9 RELATED PARTY TRANSACTION 
 

The COG has an agreement with Arroyo Associates, Inc. (AAI) to conduct COG’s day-
to-day administration, management and operating activities. As part of the Agreement, 
the President of AAI assumes the role of the Executive Director for COG. 
 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, the total payments to AAI were $556,443, in 
accordance with the contract.  

 

 
NOTE 10 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN 

 
Defined Benefit Pension Plan 

Effective June 17, 2002 contributions and earnings of continuing employees of the 

ACE Construction Authority previously contributed to CalPars, were transferred to 

CalPERS. 

 

CalPERS is an agent, multiple employer defined benefit pension plan that acts as a 

common investment and administrative agent for participating public entities within 

the State of California; State statutes within the Public Employees Retirement Law 

establish menus of benefit provisions as well as other requirements. CalPERS 

issues separate comprehensive annual financial reports. Copies of the CalPERS' 

annual financial report may be obtained from CalPERS Executive Office - 400 P 

Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. Since the plan had less than 100 active members 

and at least one valuation since June 30, 2003, CalPERS requires the Authority's 

Plan to participate in a risk pool. Mandated pooling was effective with the June 20, 

2003 valuation. 
 
Funding Policy 
Active plan members as defined by the above statutes are required to contribute 7% 
of their annual covered salary. The Authority has elected to contribute this amount to 
CalPERS on behalf of eligible employees. The authority is also required to contribute 
the actuarially determined remaining amounts necessary to fund the benefits for its 
members. The actuarial methods and assumptions used are those adopted by 
CalPERS Board of Administration. The required employer contribution rate to 
CalPERS for the year ended June 30, 2011 is 8.475%. The contribution 
requirements of the plan members are established by State statute and the employer 
contribution rate is established and may be amended by CalPERS. 
 

  Annual Pension Cost (APC) 
For fiscal year 2011, the Authority's annual pension cost and actual contribution was 
$331,340. For the year ended June 30, 2011, the actuarial funding method used by 
the CalPERS is the Entry Age Normal Cost Method. Under this method, projected 
benefits are determined for all members and the associated liabilities are spread in a 
matter that produces level annual cost as the percentage of pay in each year from 
the age of hire (entry age) to the assumed retirement age. 
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NOTE 10 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN (CONTINUED) 

 
The actuarial assumptions included (a) 2% at 55 as the benefit formula; (b) 7.75% 
investment rate of return compounded annually (net of expenses); (c) projected 
payroll growth rate of 3.25% and inflation of 3.0% compounded annually; and (d) 2% 
cost-of-living adjustment. 

 
The actuarial funding process calculates a regular contribution schedule of 
employee contributions and employer contributions (normal costs) which are 
designed to accumulate with interest to equal the total present value of benefits by 
the time every member has left employment. As of each June 30, the actuary 
calculated the desirable level of plan assets as of that point in time by subtracting the 
present value of scheduled future employee contributions and future employer 
normal costs from the total present value of benefits. 

 
    Three-Year Trend Information for CalPERS 
 

  

APC

Year (APC) Contributed Obligation

6/30/2009 $ 207,868 100% $                     - 

6/30/2010 353,248 100%                     - 

6/30/2011 331,340 100%                     - 

   
  Postemployment benefits 

The ACE Construction Authority did not incur any other liabilities during fiscal year 
2011 related to postemployment benefits. 

 
 
  Deferred compensation plan 

The Authority has entered into a salary reduction deferred compensation plan for its 
employees. Securities held by the plan are valued at market. The plan allows 
employees to defer a portion of their current income from state and federal taxation. 
Employees may withdraw their participation at any time by giving written notice at least 
a week in advance prior to the effective date of the withdrawal. At June 30, 2011, plan 
assets totaling $1,162,063 were held by independent trustees and, as such, are not 
reflected in the accompanying basic financial statements. 
 

Balance at June 30, 2010 $          806,716 

Add employee contribution          160,881 

Add net realized and unrealized appreciation

in fair value of investments          196,968 

Less distributions (2,500)           

Less fees charged (2)                  

Balance at June 30, 2011 $ 1,162,063     
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NOTE 10 EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN (CONTINUED) 
 
  Deferred compensation plan (continued) 

All amounts of compensation deferred under the plans are solely the property and 
rights of each beneficiary (pursuant to legislative changes effective 1998 to the Internal 
Revenue Code Section 457, this includes all property and rights purchased and 
income attributable to these amounts until paid or made available to the employee or 
other beneficiary). 

 
 
NOTE 11 COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES 
 

Primary government: 
The COG is currently a party in a legal proceeding. After consultation with legal 
counsel, management estimates that the matter will be resolved without material 
effect on the COG’s financial position. 
 
Component unit: 
As mentioned in Note 6, the Authority receives reimbursement type grants from 
Federal, State and local sources. Certain expenditures are not allowable and not 
subject to reimbursement. Also, there may be disallowed costs. Management's 
experience in this regard indicates disallowances, if any, will not be material. 
 
In June 2009, ACE Construction Authority Board approved suspension of the 
Integrated Rail Roadway System (IRRIS), a traffic signal system demonstration 
project. A total of $6.4 million has been spent on the project since inception. The 
ACE Construction Authority staff has received a project close out from Caltrans. 
Management believes that no funds will be returned as a result of the suspension. 
 
Earnings from arbitrage may be subject to rebate under certain provisions of the 
Internal Revenue Service Code unless certain specific conditions are met. 
Management is committed to meeting those conditions. 
 
In the ordinary course of its operations, ACE Construction Authority is the subject of 
claims and litigations from outside parties. In the opinion of management, there is no 
pending litigation or unasserted claims, the outcome of which would materially affect 
ACE Construction Authority’s financial position. 
 
The ACE Construction Authority rents its office from Metropolitan Life Insurance 
Company subject to a lease expiring April 30, 2016. Monthly rent and a pro-rata share 
of facility maintenance and utilities are as follow: 
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NOTE 11 COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES (CONTINUED) 

 

Monthly Annual

Period from/to Rent Amount

May 1, 2011 to April 30, 2012 $ 17,448 $           209,376 

May 1, 2012 to April 30, 2013 17,972           215,664 

May 1, 2013 to April 30, 2014 18,511           222,132 

May 1, 2014 to April 30, 2015 19,066           228,792 

May 1, 2015 to April 30, 2016 19,638           235,656 

$        1,111,620 Total lease commitments

 
Escrow Agreements for Contract Retention - The Escrow Agent, Contractor or Owner 
may terminate this Escrow Agreement, with or without cause, by providing 30 days 
prior written notice to the other parties. In the event of termination of this Escrow 
Agreement, all the funds on deposit shall be paid to the Owner and any accrued 
interest less escrow fees shall be paid to the Contractor. The Authority has recognized 
as expenditure retention payments totaling $3,763,151. Funds are deposited in several 
escrow accounts until release to the Contractor is authorized. 

 
 
NOTE 12 ACCOUNTING FOR CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS AND EVENTUAL DISPOSAL 

OF PROJECTS 
 

Except for minor acquisitions that may be sold by the ACE Construction Authority when 
no longer needed, all of the construction projects when completed, will be deeded to 
the Union Pacific Railroad and the cities in which they are located at no cost to the 
acquirer. At June 30, 2011, $574,432,135 of costs was accumulated on projects in 
process and $390,432,480 had been transferred to the railroad and impacted cities.  
 
Under the government funds and modified accrual basis of accounting $44,189,806 in 
FY 2011 project expenditures would be reported as expenditures in the year incurred. 
On the government-wide financial statements conforming to GASB 34 reporting on 
these transactions presents a challenge. Accumulating those costs as construction in 
progress (i.e., treated as a cash flow expenditure and not a current year expense) 
would substantially overstate income while reporting the disposal and expensing the 
accumulated costs would distort the cost of operations. In both cases, net assets would 
fluctuate wildly, depending on the timing of construction and disposal. 
 
To alleviate this situation, management has elected to record a liability (same amount 
as the construction in progress) to UPRR and governments likely to be the eventual 
owner of the improvements/grade separations. This approach will minimize the effects 
of both on the acquisition of property for construction and the accumulation of 
construction costs and their eventual disposal.  
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NOTE 13 ACCOUNTING FOR ARBITRAGE 
 
In February of 2011 ACE received an Information Data Request from the Internal 
Revenue Service (“IRS”) related to arbitrage rebate compliance on ACE 
Construction Authority’s 2005 Series commercial paper draw.  Based upon this 
request, it was discovered that the Series 2005 draw, and the previous three draws, 
had not met spending exceptions that would avoid the payment of any excess profits 
made on investing the tax-exempt commercial paper draws in taxable investments 
prior to these amounts being spent. 
 
ACE Construction Authority contracted with First Southwest Company to perform 
rebate calculations on all of its outstanding commercial paper draws.  Based upon 
these calculations, as of June 30, 2011, ACE Construction Authority has made 
payments to the IRS in the amount of $2,465,791, consisting of $2,214,731 of rebate 
liability, and $251,060 in late interest for required filings prior to June 30, 2011.   
 
As of June 30, 2011, the estimated liability payment on three outstanding 
commercial paper draws is $1,836,253. Of this total, $598,286 was paid on July 5, 
2011, $717,422 was paid on July 29, 2011, and $412,716 was paid on October 27, 
2011, leaving an estimated liability of $107,829 as of December 5, 2011. 
 
On October 28, 2011, ACE Construction Authority received a notice from the IRS 
which states that the IRS made a determination to close the examination of ACE 
Construction Authority’s 2005 Series commercial paper draw with no change to the 
position that interest received by the beneficial owners of the Bonds is excludable 
from the gross income under section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code. However, 
the IRS’ examination revealed that rebate payments were required and that ACE 
Construction Authority had no system to monitor the compliance with arbitrage and 
yield restriction regulations. Future noncompliance could result in penalties and/or 
the taxability of interest received by the beneficial owners of the Bonds. The accrued 
liability as of June 30, 2011 covers the rebate payments required and ACE 
Construction Authority is committed to having a system to monitor the compliance 
with arbitrage and yield restriction regulations. 
 

 

  NOTE 14 SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

COG has evaluated events subsequent to June 30, 2011 to assess the need for 
potential recognition or disclosure in the financial statements. Such events were 
evaluated through January 17, 2012, the date the financial statements were 
available to be issued. Based upon this evaluation, it was determined that no other 
subsequent events occurred that require recognition or additional disclosure in the 
financial statements. 
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Variance

Amended Actual Positive

Original Final Amounts (Negative)

Revenues

Reimbursements

Federal grants $ 14,631,000      $  11,064,657 $ 4,985,702      $ (6,078,955)    

State grants 26,808,000          20,273,482 -                 (20,273,482)  

Local grants 67,941,000          51,380,209 39,196,054    (12,184,155)  

Other revenue 1,333,000                           -   332                332                

Total revenues    110,713,000      82,718,348     44,182,088    (38,536,260)

Operating expenditures

Construction

Design 7,698,000       7,389,951       7,375,691      14,260           

Right-of-Way acquisition 43,677,000     49,437,809     21,472,099    27,965,710    

Construction management 1,198,000       1,339,913       1,060,283      279,630         

Construction 51,726,000     19,368,157     9,665,665      9,702,492      

Betterments 970,000          1,336,518       1,305,757      30,761           

Total construction 105,269,000   78,872,348     40,879,495    37,992,853    

Indirect

Personnel

   Salaries and wages 1,625,000       1,654,000       1,571,525      82,475           

   Fringe benefits 467,000          477,000          480,984         (3,984)           

Employee related expenses 35,000            33,000            36,976           (3,976)           

Professional services

   Auditing/accounting 35,000            35,000            41,314           (6,314)           

   Disadvantaged business/labor compliance 161,000          161,000          90,681           70,319           

   Legal 55,000            55,000            63,022           (8,022)           

   Other -                  -                 225,426         (225,426)       

   Program management 923,000          952,000          654,870         297,130         

   Brokerage 65,000            65,000            59,346           5,654             

Insurance 166,000          131,000          98,624           32,376           

Equipment expense 48,000            37,000            40,642           (3,642)           

Office rental expense 203,000          203,000          187,356         15,644           

Office operations 38,000            38,000            57,838           (19,838)         

Other 5,000              5,000              -                 5,000             

Deferred indirect expense -                  -                 (298,293)        298,293         

Total indirect 3,826,000       3,846,000       3,310,311      535,689         

Total operating expenditures 109,095,000   82,718,348     44,189,806    38,528,542    

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over expenditures 1,618,000       -                 (7,718)            (7,718)           

Other financing sources (uses)

Investment revenue 638,000          638,000          543,560         (94,440)         

Interest and related expenses (562,000)         (562,000)        (4,907,655)     (4,345,655)    

Non-project reimburseable funds 285,000          285,000          312,798         27,798           

Non-project reimburseable expense (285,000)         (285,000)        (312,798)        (27,798)         

Rental revenue -                  -                 162,741         162,741         

Rental expense -                  -                 (92,339)          (92,339)         

Net other financing sources (uses) 76,000            76,000            (4,293,693)     (4,369,693)    

Change in fund balance 1,694,000       76,000            (4,301,411)     (4,377,411)    

Fund balance at beginning of year 10,199,199     10,199,199     10,199,199    -                

Fund balance at end of year $ 11,893,199     $ 10,275,199     $ 5,897,788      $ (4,377,411)    

Budgeted Amounts
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Report of Independent Auditors on Internal Control over Financial Reporting 
and on Compliance and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Basic Financial Statements  

Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards  
 
 

Board of Directors 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
 
We have audited the financial statements of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (the 
“COG”) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011, which collectively comprise the basic financial 
statements of the COG and have issued our report thereon dated January 17, 2012. We conducted 
our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in the Government Auditing Standards, 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
Management of COG is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over 
financial reporting. In planning and performing our audit, we considered the COG’s internal control 
over financial reporting as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of 
expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion 
on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over financial reporting.  Accordingly, we do not 
express an opinion on the effectiveness of the COG’s internal control over financial reporting. 
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, 
or detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or a 
combination of deficiencies, in internal control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a 
material misstatement of the entity's financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and 
corrected on a timely basis.  
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in 
the first paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control 
over financial reporting that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. 
We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be 
material weaknesses, as defined above. 
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Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the COG’s financial statements are free of 
material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, 
regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and 
material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion 
on compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not 
express such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other 
matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the governing board, management, 
federal awarding agencies, and pass-through entities and is not intended to be and should not be 
used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 
 
 
Los Angeles, California 
January 17, 2012 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Bldg  Room 10210,  Alhambra, CA 91803, Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 457-1285  E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
DATE: February 8, 2012 

TO: City Managers’ Steering Committee 

FROM: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 

RE: Caltrans Audit Appeal 

 

Recommended Action 

Recommend to the Governing Board authorizing the Executive Director to issue payment to 
Caltrans ($42,688) for disallowed prior grant reimbursement expenditures: 

 $36,937 will be allocated from the COG General Fund unallocated balance.  These funds 
were previously paid to the COG by Caltrans for administrative expenses related to the 
planning grant.  While these costs were incurred by Arroyo, the monies were never billed 
or expended by the COG.  Thus, the funds remain available in unallocated fund balance 
and available for return to Caltrans without any negative impact to the COG. 

 $5,751 will be paid to the COG by the City of Irwindale for discrepancies in the City’s 
Consultant billings.  The City recognizes this internal error and has agreed to pay the 
requested amount needed to correct that mistake. 

Background 

We have concluded our negotiations with Caltrans regarding the appeal of their final report 
related to Caltrans Audit #1530-0009.  You will recall in September 2009, Caltrans conducted an 
audit of a Caltrans Planning Grant that was awarded to the COG in March 2006.   All planning 
work related to site location for transit oriented development in three member agencies:  Duarte, 
Irwindale and LaVerne.  All work was completed on time and on budget.  The grant was 
administered and approved at every step by Caltrans District 7 staff.  Caltrans authorized the 
issuance of final payment and approval to close out the grant in June 2008.   

In April 3, 2011, eighteen months after completing their field work, Caltrans Audit and 
Investigating Unit issued a draft audit report to the then COG President that had a number of 
findings relating to alleged violations of Federal and State rules and regulations.  As a result, 
Caltrans demanded the return of $245,130, which was the full amount of the grant in question.   

In May 2011, the COG engaged Lopez & Company, LLP, the Agency’s former auditors during 
the grant period. Lopez & Company, LLP currently serve as the compliance auditor for the 
Inspector General’s offices at several Federal government agencies.  The firm was engaged to 
review Caltrans’ draft audit report and help prepare the COG’s response, where appropriate.  In 
January 2012, the COG and Lopez & Company, LLP submitted a 403 page response to Caltrans 
draft audit citing numerous errors in citations of Federal statutes and other policies and 
procedures used in administering the grant.  In addition, Lopez & Company noted the extensive 
partnership and approval process used by the COG and Caltrans District 7 executives and 
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contract management staff administering the very grant that Caltrans A&I found to be so 
deficient in its administration.  

In September 2011, Caltrans issued their final audit report and reduced their demand for 
repayment to $89,262.  The repayment focused on three outstanding areas: 

 $5,751 City of Irwindale for discrepancies between consultant invoices and supporting 
documentation.  

 $46, 575-City of La Verne consultant contract illegally procured under this grant.  

 $36,937 paid to the COG for administrative expenses permitted under the contract. 

In September 2011, the COG Board directed staff to appeal Caltrans’ final audit 
recommendations with respect to one area - the City of LaVerne contract.  After further 
discussion and review, Caltrans has decided to waive repayment of that previous demand with 
regard to LaVerne provided all other corrective actions regarding the perceived Conflict of 
Interest and grant administration policies and procedures are implemented by June 2012.   

The COG’s organizational study initiated by the Governing Board this last summer will address 
the over-arching and fundamental issue of this audit relating to the continued “appearance of a 
conflict of interest” and the COG’s compliance with Federal CFR 49.  In addition, staff has 
already prepared the desired grant and financial management policies and procedures that are 
intended to be in place by June 2012.  That had been done prior to the audit, but the auditor 
deemed to be outside the scope and timeframe of the audit in question and therefore was not 
eligible for review.  Implementation of those recommendations is now dependent upon the 
organization’s study recommendations. 

Finally, during the course of this discussion with Caltrans, I became aware that a member of the 
COG Governing Board was in contact with Caltrans Executive staff and attempted to undermine 
my efforts to achieve the Governing Board’s desired outcome.  That unanimous direction was 
provided to General Counsel and Executive Director by the Governing Board and was judged to 
be in the best interest of both the COG and the City of LaVerne. Fortunately, Caltrans executives 
supported my efforts to resolve this matter and their belief that it was in the best interest of both 
Caltrans and the COG.  I am appreciative for their support and trust. 
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Date:  February 1, 2012 
 
To:  City Managers’ Steering Committee 
 
From:   Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director  
  
Re: Strategic Plan Update January – July 2012 
 
Recommended Action: 
Adopt updated SGVCOG Strategic Plan Goals and Objectives. 
 
Background: 
On Saturday, January 28th, the COG hosted its eleventh semi-annual strategic planning session at 
La Casita del Arroyo in Pasadena.  Approximately 26 attendees representing 17 member 
agencies were represented as follows: 
 

• Alhambra 
• Arcadia 
• Azusa 
• Covina 
• Duarte 
• Glendora 
• Industry 
• Irwindale 
• La Canada Flintridge 
• Monrovia 

• Pomona 
• San Dimas 
• San Marino 
• Sierra Madre 
• South El Monte 
• South Pasadena 
• Temple City 
• Walnut 
• LA County Supervisorial District 5 

 
Additionally, there was participation from ACE and the San Gabriel Valley Housing and 
Homeless Services Coordinating Council.   
 
The COG’s strategic planning process began by giving us the opportunity to reflect on our many 
accomplishments.  In total, participants identified 44 major achievements that had occurred over 
the past three years, and specifically the last six months. Highlights of these accomplishments 
include the following: 

 Successfully supported the appointment of two San Gabriel Valley residents on the 14 
member California Statewide Redistricting Committee   

 Secured California Transportation Commission (CTC) allocation of $336 million for the 
ACE project 
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 Completed the first phase of MTA’s Pilot Study for Congestion Mitigation Fee 
Feasibility project 

 Negotiated a settlement with Caltrans regarding to their most recent audit 
 Successfully supported State legislation to restrict truck movement on State Route 2 
 Launched Energy Upgrade California in collaboration with Los Angeles County 
 Secured representation from the San Gabriel Valley on the SCAG’s Regional Housing 

Allocation Committee 
 Addressed environmental issues through innovative partnerships and forums with both 

public and private entities focused on energy, stormwater and solid waste management 
 
See Exhibit 1 for a full list of accomplishments identified at the meeting.  
 
Participants then had the opportunity to review our Agency’s mission statement, vision statement 
and core values.  The SGVCOG’s mission statement, which was revisited and revised in 2006, is 
as follows: 

 “The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments is a unified voice to maximize 
resources and advocate for regional and member interests to improve the quality 
of life in the San Gabriel Valley.” 

 
In 2007, the SGVCOG developed their vision statement and is intended to provide guidance in 
the development of long-term goals. The vision statement is as follows:     

 “By 2012, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments will be recognized as 
the leader in advocating and achieving sustainable solutions for transportation, 
housing, economic growth and the environment.”  

 
The SGVCOG further expanded upon its mission statement in 2007 by developing the following 
set of Core Values: 

The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments values: 
• Reflecting the diversity of our member communities 
• Accountability 
• Mutual respect 
• Integrity 
• Unity of common goals and objectives 
• Focus on the greater good 
• Collaboration 
• Fiscal responsibility 

 
The key focus of these Strategic Planning Sessions is to have attendees develop a new set of 
long-term goals that are to be achieved over the next three years (2012-2015).   This revision 
would make the long-term goals more reflective of the SGVCOG’s existing committee structure.  
If approved by the Governing Board, the revised long-term goals would be as follows:  

 Take the leading role in redefining and revitalizing economic development, affordable 
housing, and homeless services 
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 Advocate for and secure funding for prioritized COG transportation projects 
 Advocate for and secure funding for prioritized Energy, Environmental, and Natural 

Resources (EENR) projects.  
 Strengthen internal and external relationships and communication  

 
Finally, attendees developed new six-month objectives to achieve these new goals.  These 
goals and objectives, which are included in the attached matrix (Exhibit 2), will be 
discussed and presented for adoption at the February Governing Board.  Once the revised 
strategic plan is adopted by the Governing Board, this matrix will be updated monthly to indicate 
progress in achieving the identified objectives. 
 
As always, the Strategic Planning Session was extremely useful and provided an excellent 
opportunity for all of the SGVCOG’s stakeholders to come together to reflect on our 
accomplishments and develop a plan of action for the coming months.   
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Exhibit 1 
WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE SAN GABRIEL 
VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS IN THE PAST THREE YEARS AS WELL AS 
SINCE THE JULY 2011 STRATEGIC PLANNING RETREAT? 
Brainstormed Perceptions 

• Saving Mary Ann Lutz’s Water staff person 
• Received an allocation of $336 million from the CTC for the ACE Project 
• Our partnership with Edison on energy has been very successful 
• Secured $1.9 million in targeted housing homeless services funds 
• Energy, Environment and Natural Resources (EENR) Committee has developed white papers for water, open 

space, energy and waste management 
• Entered EIR process for Gold Line East Side extension 
• Ensured communication with cities on high speed rail 
• Conducted Solid Waste Forum 
• Did an Open Space Forum 
• Continued strong ties with federal legislators 
• Continued corridor planning efforts with Rosemead, Valley Boulevard, Arrow Highway and Ramona Badillo 
• Received a $4.7 million grant from SCE (Edison) for an energy upgrade for greenhouse gas inventory 
• Initiated first Metro Link express train in the San Gabriel Valley 
• Hosted a public forum with Edison regarding windstorm management 
• Hosted a Gang Summit with LA County officers and then-Attorney General Jerry Brown 
• Initiated discussion with local colleges to bring back Small Business Development Centers (SBDC) to the San 

Gabriel Valley 
• Organized our cities to participate in redistricting 
• COG Board adoption of four white papers concerning COG-ACE relationship 
• Secured commitment from MTA to conduct first strategic plan for Metro Link improvements in the San 

Gabriel Valley 
• Restarted recycling centers for batteries with the Stewardship Council 
• Introduced the Rivers and Mountains Conservancy’s new CEO to the San Gabriel Valley 
• Successfully supported State legislation to restrict truck movement on State Route 2 
• Made presentations to the Board on LA County’s initiative for stormwater runoff 
• Through our efforts, obtained safeguards for our cities regarding the high speed rail 
• ACE moved two projects into design (i.e., grade separations) 
• Supported federal legislation for protection of our forests 
• Initiated planning for Phase II of the grade separation projects 
• ACE has begun and will be making quarterly presentations to the COG on the grade separation projects 
• Secured representation from the San Gabriel Valley on the Statewide Redistricting Committee 
• Negotiating a settlement with CalTrans over their audit 
• Launched Energy Upgrade Program with the County 
• We continue to receive unanimous support from our member agencies when issues require additional financial 

support 
• Completion of the first phase of the Congestion Mitigation Fee Project with the County  
• Congestion Mitigation Fee Project was successful because of the hard work of the COG staff 
• Secured funding for the Gold Line Foothill extension  
• We are in the EIR phase of the 710 gap completion 
• Work underway on Highway 10 express lanes 
• Coordinating Council for Homeless Services 
• Secured the positions with the Gold Line Board 
• We did a Water Working Forum 
• Organized the cities to work together for a MS4 permit 
• Secured representation from the SGV on the SCAG’s Regional Housing Allocation Committee 
• COG is the organization that keeps cities informed and aware of what cities need to do 
• We have had a quorum at all SGVCOG scheduled Board meetings 
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 A 

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS      SIX-MONTH STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES 
 

J a n u a r y  2 8 ,  2 0 1 2  –  J u l y  1 5 ,  2 0 1 2  
 
 
 
THREE-YEAR GOAL: Take the leading role in redefining and revitalizing economic development, 
affordable housing and homeless services 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
Beginning at the 
February 17, 
2012 Board 
meeting and at 
least monthly 
thereafter  
 

 
Housing, Community 
and Economic 
Development (HCED) 
Committee 

 
Report to the Governing Board on legislation and court cases 
regarding redevelopment and economic development.  

    

2. 
By February 29, 
2012 

 
Executive Director 

 
Plan and hold a forum of COG members to share information and 
develop at least three strategies related to redefinition and 
revitalization of economic development and affordable housing in 
the San Gabriel Valley. 
 

    

3. 
By March 15, 
2012 

 
Governing Board (Joe 
Gonzales and Gene 
Murabito – co-leads) 

 
Get each SGVCOG member jurisdiction to contribute at least 
$2500 to keep viable the Housing Homeless Coordinating 
Council and services it provides to the homeless. 
 

    

4. 
By July 15, 2012 

 
HCED Committee 
(Gene Murabito and 
Gino Sund-co-leads), 
in partnership with 
local educational 
institutions 
 

 
Develop and present to the Governing Board Regional Small 
Business Development Centers in the San Gabriel Valley to 
provide additional services for San Gabriel Valley businesses. 
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THREE-YEAR GOAL: Advocate for and secure funding for prioritized COG transportation projects 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
By April 15, 2012 

 
Executive Director 
and the 
Transportation 
Committee Chair 
 

 
Recommend to the Governing Board for action an updated COG 
Transportation Priority List and create a matrix listing key 
milestones or status and timelines. 
 

    

2. 
By May 15, 2012 

 
Transportation 
Committee (John 
Fasana-lead) 

 
Develop a white paper outlining policy principles related to 
Transportation Priority List and present it to the Governing Board 
for action. 
 

    

3. 
By July 15, 2012 

 
Transportation 
Committee Chair, 
working with the 
incoming Chair of 
the MTA 
(Supervisor 
Antonovich) and 
County/State/ 
Federal 
representatives 
 

 
Coordinate and convene a Transportation Summit. 
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THREE-YEAR GOAL: Advocate for and secure funding for prioritized energy, environmental and 
natural resources projects 

 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
Beginning in 
February 2012 
and at least 
monthly thereafter 
 

 
Water Resources 
Working Group (Mary 
Ann Lutz-lead) 

 
Provide continued support and updates to the Governing Board 
and member agencies on the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Separate Sanitary Storm Sewer 
(MS4NPDES) permit. 
 

    

2. 
Beginning in 
February 2012 
and at least 
monthly thereafter 
 

 
Executive Director  

 
Oversee and provide updates to the Governing Board on grants 
(e.g., SCE, CEESP and the San Gabriel Valley Energy Wise 
Partnership). 
 

    

3. 
By March 31, 2012 
and quarterly 
thereafter 

 
Open Space Working 
Group (Denis Bertone-
lead) 

 
Update the Governing Board on the ongoing advocacy efforts 
for San Gabriel Valley’s fair share in regard to environmental 
funding initiatives. 
 

    

4. 
By March 31, 2012 
and quarterly 
thereafter 

 
Executive Director and 
Energy, Environmental 
and Natural Resources 
(EENR) Chair Sam 
Pedioza 
 

 
Provide updates to the Governing Board on the EENR 
Committee’s monitoring of implementation of SB375, AB32 and 
AB341. 

    

5. 
By June 30, 2012 

 
Michael Cacciotti 

 
Report to the Governing Board on the resources and funding 
available to assist cities in coordinating alternative fuel vehicle 
readiness. 
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THREE-YEAR GOAL: Strengthen internal and external relationships and communication 
 

 
WHEN 

 
WHO 

 
WHAT 

 
STATUS 

 

 
COMMENTS 

 
   DONE ON 

TARGET 
REVISED  

1. 
Within 72 hours 
following a 
Governing Board 
meeting 
 

 
Executive Director 

 
Provide a summary of talking points to all Board members 
about the SGVCOG Board meeting. 

    

2. 
At the February 
16, 2012 Board 
meeting 

 
President Angel 
Carrillo (lead), Vice 
President Barbara 
Messina and the 
Executive Director  
 

 
Call for the development of an ad hoc Legislative Committee 
of COG Board Members to meet on a regular basis with 
federal and State legislative representatives. 
 

    

3. 
By March 1, 2012 

 
COG Officers (Angel 
Carrillo and Barbara 
Messina-co-leads), 
with the Executive 
Director 

 
Develop and present to the Governing Board for action a 
Communication Plan to communicate externally what the COG 
does. 
 
 
 

    

4. 
By May 1, 2012 

 
Executive Committee 
(Barbara Messina-
lead), working with 
the Executive Director 
 

 
Recommend to the Governing Board for action a SGVCOG 
Code of Conduct for the members and staff, including review of 
the COG Core Values. 
 

    

5. 
At or before the 
June 21, 2012 
Board meeting 

 
Executive Committee 
(Angel Carrillo-lead) 
and full Governing 
Board 
 

 
Take action on the fifth white paper on the COG-ACE 
relationship and the City Gate Organization’s Audit Report. 
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From: Mary Ann Lutz [mailto:maryann@lutz-co.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 18, 2012 5:03 PM 
To: awilson@lcf.ca.gov; frankg1@denram.com; 'Jacki Bacharach - South Bay Cities 
COG'; 'John Takhtalian - Arroyo Verdugo Cities'; jquan@cacities.org; 
MAlvarado@ci.monrovia.ca.us; mrychlicki.wsccog@gmail.com; 'Nick Conway'; 
rbow@ci.monrovia.ca.us; 'Richard Powers - Gateway COG'; robb@grassrootslab.com; 
snwdale@earthlink.net; sochoa@ci.glendale.ca.us; Susan.Reyes@sen.ca.gov; 'Terry 
Dipple - Las Virgenes-Malibu COG' 
Cc: maryann@lutz-co.com; 'Heather Maloney' 
Subject: SAVE THE DATE - Meeting with US EPA 
 
Save the Date: 
The City of Monrovia will be hosting a meeting with the US EPA, on behalf of the 
Municipalities of Los Angeles and various other stakeholders, to discuss US EPA’s 
Draft Integrated Planning Approach Framework and other related storm water and 
NPDES issues on Monday, February 27, 2012, 1:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m., at the Monrovia 
Community Center, 119 West Palm Ave, Monrovia, California 91016. 
The following are encouraged to attend: 
·        Mayors and Council Members from cities within Los Angeles County 
·        City Managers, Public Works Directors and various city staff members 
·        Representatives from Water Agencies 
·        Elected State Senators and Assembly Members and/or their 
staff representatives 
·        Elected Congressional members and their staff representatives 
Further details, including the meeting agenda will be sent out next week. 
 
THE BACKGROUND: 
In mid-January while attending the US Conference of Mayors while sitting in my 
capacity of a member of the Mayors Water Council, I became aware that US EPA had 
developed an integrated planning 
framework document for NPDES/MS4 permits.   This is very a timely 
because we in Los Angeles County are in the mist of negotiating the 
permit for our area.   During the discussion it was explained that 
workshops would be held to hear comments regarding this draft and 
other items related to NPDES permits.    I was quite dismayed to find 
that there were no workshops scheduled in EPA Region 9, and more 
specifically Southern California.   The comment period ends March 30, 
2012. 
After my return I requested that EPA hold such a workshop in our area. 
  They are not able to hold an official workshop, but indicated to me that if we 
were to schedule a study session/meeting, they would attend and hear our comments 
and input. 
Please feel free to invite anyone you think might benefit. 
Please review these documents and come to the meeting with your 
comments and questions.   If you are unable to attend but would still 
like to have your opinions heard by EPA please put them in writing and send them 
to Heather Maloney (see below) and we will hand deliver them on the February 27. 
Thank you, 
If you have any questions about the meeting or to RSVP, please contact Heather 
Maloney (contact information below). 
Heather M. Maloney 
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Senior Management Analyst, Administration & Environmental Services City of 
Monrovia - Department of Public Works 
600 S. Mountain Ave, Monrovia, CA 91016 
( 626.932.5577 | 7 626.932.5559 | * 
hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us<mailto:hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us> 
 
Thank you very much and see you on February 27th! 
 
My Best, 
Mayor Lutz 
 
 
Mary Ann Lutz, Mayor 
 
City of Monrovia 
 
415 S. Ivy 
 
Monrovia, CA  91016 
 
Direct: (626) 303-1113 
 
Cell:  (626) 695-6222 
 
Fax: (626) 303-7883 
 
MaryAnn@Lutz-Co.com<mailto:MaryAnn@Lutz-Co.com> 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Heather Maloney <hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 1:41 PM
To: LAMS42012; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards
Cc: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Ashli Cooper Desai 

(AshliD@lwa.com); Heather Merenda (hmerenda@santa-clarita.com); Joe Bellomo 
(jbellomo@willdan.com); John Dettle (jdettle@TorranceCA.Gov); John Hunter 
(jhunter@jha.net); Mack Walker (MackW@lwa.com); Patricia Elkins 
(pelkins@carson.ca.us); Ray Tahir (rtahir@tecsenv.com)

Subject: RE: LAPG Speaking Request at RB Hearing for MS4 NPDES Permit

Importance: High

Dear Ivar,  
 
The LA Permit Group would like to request status as a party to speak at the Regional Board Hearing for the LA MS4 
NPDES Permit on October 4-5, 2012.  Per the Hearing Notice, the requested information is provided regarding our 
request for specking time: 
 

 Name, phone number, email address of person designated to receive notices – all notice information should be 
addressed to Heather Maloney, Chair LA Permit Group, (626) 932-5577, hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us.  

 Reason for request – as you are aware, the LA Permit Group is a collaborative group of 62+ agencies working to 
collaboratively develop and negotiate the Permit with NGO’s and the Regional Board staff. The LA Permit 
Group’s comments represent the collaborative comments of the participating agencies.   

 Why designated parties do not represent interests – The LA Permit Group will provide consolidated comments 
representing the consensus of the agencies participating in the LA Permit Group.  We will be covering the main 
comments on the permit and individual cities will likely be expressing specific examples from their city and/or 
more detailed comments than those presented by the LA Permit Group.  The comments are intended to be 
complimentary, rather than duplicative, of those presented by the individual parties.   The LA Permit Group will 
be coordinating with other parties as requested in the effort to coordinate presentations.  

 Time request – the LA Permit Group requests 3 hours for presentation and comments.   
 We also request to have the opportunity to present evidence on the day of the hearing.   

 
Sincerely,  
 
Heather Maloney, Chair 
LA Permit Group 
 
Heather M. Maloney 
Senior Management Analyst 
City of Monrovia - Department of Public Works - Administration & Environmental Services 
600 S. Mountain Ave, Monrovia, CA 91016 
 626.932.5577 |  626.932.5559 |  hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us 

 Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless really needed. 

 
This message contains information which may be privileged, confidential and intended only for the addressee. If the reader of this message is not the 
intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, 
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this communication, or any part thereof, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, 
please advise the sender by reply E-mail and delete the message 
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From: Heather Maloney  
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 11:16 AM 
To: LAMS42012@waterboards.ca.gov; iridgeway@waterboards.ca.gov 
Cc: Samuel Unger; Renee Purdy (rpurdy@waterboards.ca.gov); Ashli Cooper Desai (AshliD@lwa.com); Heather Merenda 
(hmerenda@santa-clarita.com); Joe Bellomo (jbellomo@willdan.com); John Dettle (jdettle@TorranceCA.Gov); John 
Hunter (jhunter@jha.net); Mack Walker (MackW@lwa.com); Patricia Elkins (pelkins@carson.ca.us); Ray Tahir 
(rtahir@tecsenv.com) 
Subject: LAPG Speaking Request at RB Hearing for MS4 NPDES Permit 
 
Hi Ivar,  
 
The LA Permit Group would like to request status as a party to speak at the Regional Board Hearing for the LA MS4 
NPDES Permit in September.  Per the Hearing Notice, the requested information is provided regarding our request for 
specking time: 
 

 Name, phone number, email address of person designated to receive notices – all notice information should be 
addressed to Heather Maloney, Chair LA Permit Group, (626) 932-5577, hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us.  

 Reason for request – as you are aware, the LA Permit Group is a collaborative group of 62+ agencies working to 
collaboratively develop and negotiate the Permit with NGO’s and the Regional Board staff. The LA Permit 
Group’s comments represent the collaborative comments of the participating agencies.   

 Why designated parties do not represent interests – The LA Permit Group will provide consolidated comments 
representing the consensus of the agencies participating in the LA Permit Group.  We will be covering the main 
comments on the permit and individual cities will likely be expressing specific examples from their city and/or 
more detailed comments than those presented by the La Permit Group.  The comments are intended to be 
complimentary, rather than duplicative of those presented by the individual parties.  

 Time request – the LA Permit Group will provide our time request at a later date.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Heather Maloney, Chair 
LA Permit Group 
 
Heather M. Maloney 
Senior Management Analyst 
City of Monrovia - Department of Public Works - Administration & Environmental Services 
600 S. Mountain Ave, Monrovia, CA 91016 
 626.932.5577 |  626.932.5559 |  hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us 

 Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless really needed. 

 
This message contains information which may be privileged, confidential and intended only for the addressee. If the reader of this message is not the 
intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, 
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this communication, or any part thereof, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, 
please advise the sender by reply E-mail and delete the message 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Heather Maloney <hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 12:58 PM
To: LAMS42012; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards
Cc: Andrew J. Brady; Ron Bow
Subject: LA MS4 Permit Hearing on October 4-5, 2012 - Speaking Time Request

Importance: High

Mr. Ridgeway:  

The City of Monrovia is requesting 25 minutes for its presentation at the LA MS4 Permit Hearing on October 4-5, 2012.   

Thank you for considering the City’s request.  

Please contact me if you have any further questions or concerns.  

Sincerely,  

Heather M. Maloney 
Senior Management Analyst 
City of Monrovia - Department of Public Works - Administration & Environmental Services 
600 S. Mountain Ave, Monrovia, CA 91016 
 626.932.5577 |  626.932.5559 |  hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.us 

 Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless really needed. 

 
Please take a moment to complete this short survey to tell us about your experience. 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Click here to take the survey 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Carver, Julie <julie_carver@ci.pomona.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 4:20 PM
To: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards
Cc: Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards
Subject: Additional Speaking time Request for October Board HEaring

Good afternoon Sam, 
 
I would like to ask for 15 minutes for Council Member Danielle Soto to speak at the hearing in 
October.  I do not have the exact reason, but she would like to address the potential impacts of the 
permit to our City. 
 
Her contact information is: 
 
Council Member Danielle Soto 
City of Pomona 
(909) 620-2075 
Danielle.Soto@ci.pomona.ca.us 
 
Thank you and have a great day. 
 
Julie Carver 
Environmental Programs Coordinator 
City of Pomona 
(909) 620-3628 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Kelly Fisher <kfisher@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 4:33 PM
To: LAMS42012; Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards
Cc: Ramiro Adeva; Candice K. Lee; 'Joe Bellomo'
Subject: Agoura Hills - Request for Time for Presentation at LA MS4 Permit Hearing

Mr. Ridgeway:  
The City of Agoura Hills is requesting five (5) minutes for its presentation at the LA MS4 Permit Hearing on 
October 4-5, 2012.   
 
Thank you for considering the City’s request.  
 
Please contact me if you have any further questions or concerns.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kelly Fisher 
Public Works Project Manager 
City of Agoura Hills 
30001 Ladyface Ct. 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
818-597-7338 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Shawn Hagerty <Shawn.Hagerty@bbklaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 2:43 PM
To: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards
Cc: Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; 'Craig Bradshaw'; 'Carver, Julie'
Subject: City of Claremont's Request for Time at the October 4-5 LA MS4 Permit Hearing

Ivar:  I represent the City of Claremont in connection with the LA MS4 Permit process.  In accordance with the Notice of 
Opportunity for Public Comment and Notice of Public Hearing, this email informs the Regional Board that the City 
desires to have 15 minutes at the hearing to present evidence related to the manner in which the Draft Tentative Order 
incorporates the Middle Santa Ana River ("MSAR") TMDL.  As the MSAR TMDL portions of the Draft Tentative Order 
apply to both Claremont and Pomona, we would be willing to share our requested time with the City of Pomona through 
a joint presentation if Pomona so desires.  Regardless, however, Claremont requests this amount of time to address the 
MSAR TMDL issues. 
 
Of course, if the Draft Tentative Order is revised as suggested in Claremont's comment letter, this testimony would not 
be needed.  I have previously requested that we have a meeting or conference call with staff from both the LA and Santa 
Ana Regional Boards to discuss this issue.  Claremont understands that the Santa Ana Regional Board supports the 
approach Claremont suggested in its comment letter.  Claremont believes that a meeting or conference call might be 
sufficient to resolve this issue.  As yet, I have not received a response to my previous request for a meeting or 
conference call.  By this email, I renew my request. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  Please advise me if this email is insufficient in any way to meet the requirements of 
the Notice regarding contacting the Regional Board by today to state how much time is needed to present evidence at 
the hearing.    
 

Shawn Hagerty  
Best Best  & Krieger LLP  
655 West Broadway, Suite 1500  
San Diego, CA 92101-3542  
(619) 525-1300 Office  
(619) 233-6118 Fax  

 
 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this 
communication (or in any attachment) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal 
Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this communication (or in any attachment). 
 
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or otherwise confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, or believe that you 
may have received this communication in error, please advise the sender via reply email and delete the email you received. 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: John Knipe <jknipe@willdan.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 2:51 PM
To: LAMS42012
Cc: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; CLee@rwglaw.com; john@wlv.org; Purdy, 

Renee@Waterboards
Subject: FW: Westlake Village - Request for Time for Presentation at LA MS4 Permit Hearing

“Mr. Ridgeway:  
The City of Westlake Village is requesting 3 minutes for its presentation at the LA MS4 Permit Hearing on October 4-5, 
2012.”   
  
Thank you for considering the City’s request.  
  
Please contact me if you have any further questions or concerns.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
John Knipe 
City Engineer 
City of Westlake Village  
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Adriana Figueroa <afigueroa@ci.norwalk.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 12:59 PM
To: LAMS42012
Cc: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards; Andrew J. Brady; Mike 

Egan, City Manager; Daniel Garcia; Grissel Chavez
Subject: LA MS4 Permit Hearing in October

Mr. Ridgeway:  

The City of Norwalk is requesting 15 minutes for its presentation at the LA MS4 Permit Hearing on October 4-5, 2012.  

Thank you for considering the City’s request.  

Please contact me if you have any further questions or concerns.  

Sincerely,  

Adriana Figueroa 
Administrative Services Manager 
City of Norwalk - Administration Dept. 
12700 Norwalk Blvd. 
Norwalk, CA 90650 
(562) 929-5915 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Ray Tahir <rtahir@tecsenv.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 4:01 PM
To: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards
Cc: Joseph Perez
Subject: Request for Time

Hi Ivar, 
  
I am requesting 2 hours of time for my clients and additional 5 minutes for their elected 
officials (5 x 20 = 100 minutes  
  
Azusa, 
Baldwin Park, 
Carson 
Cerritos 
Compton 
Covina 
Claremont 
Duarte 
El Monte 
Gardena 
Lawndale 
Irwindale  
Lomita  
Pico Rivera 
San Dimas 
San Fernando 
San Gabriel 
South El Monte 
West Covina 
  
Thanks Ivar, 
  
Ray 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Mark Grey <mgrey@biasc.org>
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 11:52 AM
To: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; Purdy, Renee@Waterboards
Cc: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards; Holly Schroeder
Subject: Request for Presentation Time at LA County MS4 Adoption Hearing

Hello Ivar and Rene, on behalf of BIA/SC, BIA-LAV, and CICWQ, we would like to request up to 30 minutes for a 
presentation during the upcoming MS4 permit adoption hearing on October 4 and 5, 2012. 
 
We appreciate the consideration, 
 
Mark Grey, Ph.D. 
Director of Environmental Affairs/Technical Director 
Building Industry Association of Southern California 
Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality 
3891 11th Street 
Riverside, CA  92501 
(951) 781-7310, x.213 (office) 
(909) 525-0623 (cell) 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Arellano, Claudia <CArellano@ci.vernon.ca.us>
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:06 AM
To: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards
Cc: Wilson, Kevin; Torres, Jerrick; Grossberg, Leonard; LeDuff, Dave
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING FOR DRAFT NPDES PERMIT FOR MS4 WITHIN LA COUNTY

Importance: High

Good morning Ivar, 

The City of Vernon respectfully requests twenty (20) minutes to make a presentation to the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board on October 4, 2012 regarding the draft NPDES Permit for MS4 within 
Los Angeles County.  Please confirm.   

Thank you. 

Claudia Arellano 

City of Vernon 

Community Services & Water Department 

4305 Santa Fe Avenue/Vernon, California 90058 

323-583-8811 extension 258/Fax 323-826-1435 

carellano@ci.vernon.ca.us 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it may contain 
confidential information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this 
transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender. Please destroy 
the original transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Fordyce, Jennifer@Waterboards

From: Rick Valte <Rick.Valte@SMGOV.NET>
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 2:11 PM
To: Ridgeway, Ivar@Waterboards; LAMS42012
Subject: RWQCB meeting - LA MS4 Permit Adoption

Hello Ivar, 
On behalf of the City of Santa Monica, I’m requesting an opportunity to make a 10 minute presentation at the RWQCB 
meeting on Oct. 4-5 regarding the draft LA county storm water discharge permit.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rick Valte, P.E., LEED AP 
Principal Civil Engineer 
 
City of Santa Monica | Civil Engineering – Watershed & Land Development 
1437 4th Street, Suite 300 | Santa Monica CA 90401 
310.458.8234 O | 310.393.4425 F 
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By Electronic Mail, U.S. Mail, and Hand Delivery 
 
September 21, 2012 
 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Attention: Laura Gallardo 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
lgallardo@waterboards.ca.gov 
 

Re:   Public Records Act Request – Communications by Board Member Mary 
Ann Lutz Related to Los Angeles MS4 Permit 

 

Dear Ms. Gallardo: 
 
On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) and Los Angeles 

Waterkeeper (“Waterkeeper”), we write to request certain public records concerning 
communications between Board Member Mary Ann Lutz and permittees, stakeholders, 
and/or other interested parties, including any consultants, contractors, lobbyists, or other 
persons working on behalf of these entities (collectively, “interested parties”) concerning 
the Tentative National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit for Los Angeles County, Draft 
Permit R4-2012-XXXX, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 (“Draft Permit”).  Prior to a 
July 6, 2012 letter transmitted by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(“Regional Board”) stating that “Board Member Lutz is not prohibited from participating 
[in the permit adoption process or hearing on adoption] as a discharger,”1 Board Member 
Lutz engaged in an as yet unreleased number of ex parte communications with the 
interested parties, including parties to the Draft Permit hearing scheduled for October 4-5, 
2012, that would ordinarily be prohibited under California Government Code section 
11430.10.  The Regional Board had previously indicated that these communications 
would be released for public review prior to the hearing.  However, the communications 
not being forthcoming, NRDC and Waterkeeper hereby respectfully request that the 
Regional Board provide these documents.  Please treat this letter as a formal request for 
records under the California Public Records Act, Cal. Gov’t Code § 6250 et seq. 

                                                 
1 Letter from Frances McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, to Regional Board Members re: Amendment to 
Water Code Section 13207(a), (July 6, 2012), at 2; see also NRDC and Los Angeles Waterkeeper letter to 
Mr. Sam Unger, Executive Officer and Members of the Board, California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Los Angeles Region, re: Participation of Board Member Mary Ann Lutz in Los Angeles MS4 
Permit Hearing, August 23, 2012.  

RB-AR4881



Ms. Laura Gallardo 
RWQCB Los Angeles Region 
August 23, 2012 
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 NRDC and Waterkeeper request from the Regional Board all “public records” 

and “writings”—as defined in Government Code section 6252(e) and (g)—comprising, 
discussing, or relating to any communications between Board Member Mary Ann Lutz, 
whether in her capacity as a Regional Board Member, as Mayor of the City of Monrovia, 
a discharger regulated under the Draft Permit, or in any other capacity, and any interested 
party or parties as defined above, related to the Draft Permit or stormwater in Los 
Angeles County.  Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, NRDC and 
Waterkeeper request: 

  
(1) Any and all documents and correspondence between Mary Ann Lutz and 

interested parties regarding the Draft Permit or terms and provisions of the 
Draft Permit; 

(2) Any and all documents and correspondence between Mary Ann Lutz and 
interested parties discussing NPDES or MS4 permits; 

(3) Any and all documents and correspondence between Mary Ann Lutz and 
interested parties discussing the regulation of municipal stormwater and/or 
urban runoff; 

(4) Any and all correspondence between Mary Ann Lutz and interested parties 
discussing stormwater or urban runoff in Los Angeles County; and 

(5) Any and all correspondence between Mary Ann Lutz and interested parties 
discussing the Clean Water Act or California Porter Cologne Act as they 
relate to stormwater or urban runoff. 

 
Government Code section 6252 (e) and (g) broadly define the records and 

writings to be disclosed under the Public Records Act.  Without limiting those records, 
but solely for the purpose of illustrating the types of records we would expect to be in the 
custody of Regional Board relating to the communications, these include letters, 
facsimiles, electronic correspondence (including e-mail in any form), and notes, minutes, 
and transcripts of conferences, meetings, telephone or other communications regardless 
of the manner in which the record has been stored. 
 

The Public Records Act requires that the Regional Board respond to this request 
within ten (10) days. (Cal. Gov’t Code § 6253(c).)  Please provide an estimate of the 
duplication and delivery costs prior to copying any materials.  As non-profit public 
interest groups, however, NRDC and Waterkeeper respectfully request that any fees 
applicable to this request be waived.  NRDC and Waterkeeper staff are willing and able 
to copy the requested records at the Regional Board’s office; however, if you prefer, the 
requested materials may be provided electronically by email to ngarrison@nrdc.org and 
liz@lawaterkeeper.org.  Finally, if you anticipate encountering any practical difficulties 
in fulfilling this request, NRDC and Waterkeeper would request a meeting pursuant to 
Government Code section 6253.1, which requires Regional Board to “provide 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records or 
information sought.” 
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RWQCB Los Angeles Region 
August 23, 2012 
Page | 3 
 

3 
 

 
Thank you in advance for your attention to this request.  Please contact Noah 

Garrison at (310) 434-2300 if you have any questions or concerns. 
 

Sincerely, 
     

    
Noah Garrison     Liz Crosson 
Project Attorney    Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council  Los Angeles Waterkeeper 
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