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REUTER R2: The Lake Tahoe TMDL Management System is still 

under development and is not expected to be complete until late 

2013. As such, the draft permit cannot describe how the proposed 

monitoring program will meet Management System needs. The 

RSWMP documents have well-articulated general storm water 

monitoring needs, and the proposed monitoring requirements 

emphasize the implementation of RSWMP priorities. The RSWMP 

guidance documents provide the details supporting the overall 

monitoring approach, and the draft permit has been edited to 

more clearly reference these supporting technical materials. 

REUTER R1: The draft Permit Fact Sheet has been updated to 

include rational for proposed monitoring program components. 

The monitoring program is not expected to definitively assess 

model effectiveness or establish a program to statistically assess 

storm water quality trends. The draft requirements emphasize 

compliance monitoring based on condition assessments to confirm 

that on-the-ground field conditions are consistent with modeled 

variables and Permittee maintenance commitments. Draft water 

quality sampling is included to initiate needed catchment and 

management practice effectiveness sampling to support longer-

term data collection needs described by the Regional Storm Water 

Monitoring Program (RSWMP). 
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REUTER R3:  The draft permit only addresses a portion of the urban 

uplands pollutant source in California (it does not include Caltrans 

contribution), and establishes specific requirements of the three 

Permittees that are directly related to assessing permit compliance. 

Condition assessment methods to verify treatment facility and roadway 

conditions provide a direct link to model input variables, and water 

quality monitoring requirements emphasize data collection to support 

ongoing validation and improvement of load estimation tools.  

 

A more comprehensive stormwater effort is needed to track TMDL 

implementation progress. Furthermore, TMDL implementation must also 

be tracked in urbanized areas in Nevada and for forest upland, 

atmospheric deposition, and stream channel erosion sources. The burden 

of developing and implementing such a program, however, does not lie 

with the Permittees alone. Furthermore, the NPDES Permit is not the 

appropriate document to describe the larger TMDL monitoring context or 

a broader monitoring plan for these urban jurisdictions that will not be 

required in this permit term. Water Board staff will develop a more 

inclusive, long range TMDL monitoring plan as required by the Water 

Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region. 

  

REUTER R4: Because Permit adoption is anticipated for December 

2011, there is not sufficient time to convene the technical team as 

suggested prior to Permit adoption. However, Permittees are 

directly involved with stormwater research and monitoring efforts 

and are committed to ongoing engagement with relevant 

stakeholders to ensure that their monitoring efforts support larger 

research and management questions. Permittess will likely seek 

technical guidance and monitoring plan review. Water Board staff 

will work with you, the Permittees, and available experts to 

convene the suggested technical team if the Permittees deem 

such effort desirable.  

REUTER R5: See response 3 above. 


