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October 19, 2011

Ms. Carole H. Beswick

Chairperson

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
3737 Main Street, Ste. 500

Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Comment Letter
Draft Sector-Specific General Permit
Scrap Metal Recycling Facilities — Santa Ana Region

Dear Ms. Beswick,

This is in response to a number of storm water issues in the most recent draft Scrap Metal
Sector Specific industrial permit currently under discussion by the Regional Board.

A number of these items in this most recent Draft permit have the potential to adversely affect
our, and other, company's ability to stay in business. These comments are to alert you and the
Board to the problems with each of these issues.

Critical comments

First of all, we are extremely disappointed that this most recent draft was only received via e-mail
three days ago. This of course leaves very little time to respond in a conscientious or timely
fashion.

Second, there have been no written responses to the issues raised in writing by this author and
othe overthel: : al months.

Third, there have been no responses to the issues raised by the undersigned at the Board
meeting last month in Irvine.

Fourth, to give a (non-groupie) company 60 days to be in compliance (page 17, footnote) is
laughable. This is even shorter than the 90 days given in the third draft “permit” last spring.
Such unequal treatment may not even be legal!! The “non-group” permittees need to have the
same compliance dates as all other dischargers. The costs, time and training to even come
close to getting prepared, and hiring trained and qualified person to perform the work would
require six months — which is what the state permit gives as a minimum!
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Fifth, what is the desperate need to adopt a permit for a single SIC code/sector with a
compliance date in two months?? We know of no deadline imposed by either the Clean Water
Act or lawsuit requiring adoption, especially in light of the concerns presented herein.

All of the above items, and those below, give us reason to doubt whether the Board's staff
seriously intends to even listen to e issues raised, whither administrative or technical. It gives
the impression that the Board's staff is intent on getting this document adopted regardless of
input from the regulated community.

We urge the Board to carefully consider the comments in this letter and fully resolve them prior to

any adoption of a new Permit or etter yet, eliminate this “sector specific” permit until the state
has adopted its state-wide general permit.

Specific Comments and Concerns

The fifth draft, for the reasons  en herein, is inconsistent and not well thought out. We are of
the professional opinion that this draft is pre-mature - since the statewide Permit is still pending
and many issues are largely unknown [such as proven technologies, QSD/QSP issues, among
others, etc.].

Among our other concerns are the following, by issue.
Standards

We note that the draft permit demands both design standards and performance standards.
By definition, design standards impose liability on the entity providing those designs - whether
you call them 'BMPs' (which by the EPA are not mandatory), 'mitigative measures', or 'control
measures.'

Performance standards - NALs and/or NELs — are the standard environmental permit limits.
Whether concentration units or mass/unit time units in a discharge, they are the absolute
measure of the impact of an emission on the environment. These standards are appropriate
a v pp tt niftl e:

1.) reasonable, and
2.) attainable.

Either the Board must accept liability for its design standards = JMPs', 'mitigative measures’,
'control measures.') or it must let a business determine how best to meet a reasonable and
attainable discharge standard (see above comments on copper levels). Otherwise you have a
fascist state!

Mandatory “Shall” language

We have noted in last month's hearing, and it is still in the draft permit, that the word “shall’
appears numerous time where before the permissive word “should” was previously in the text.












